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REPORT OF THE AHORNEY-GENERAL 



Sacramento, September 15, 1908. 

To His Excellency y James N. Gillbtt, 

Governor of California, Sacramento, California. 

Sir: In compliance with law, I transmit herewith a report of the 
business of this oflSce for the two years ending September 15, 1908. 

The work of this office may, in a general way, be classified as, (1) 
civil litigation for the State, its several officers, boards, commissions, 
and municipal subdivisions; (2) criminal cases in the appellate courts; 
(3) opinions. 

A detailed report of civil litigation, and of criminal cases in the 
appellate courts, will be found in following pages of this report. 

The business of this office, in all lines, is rapidly increasing. A 
striking instance of this increase is found in the civil litigation. During 
the two years ending September 15, 1904, there were commenced 
seventy-two civil cases, in which it was the duty of this office to 
appear. During the two years ending September 15, 1906, there were 
commenced one hundred and three civil cases in which it was the duty 
of this office to appear, while during the two years covered by this 
report, I have appeared in one hundred and fifty-four new civil cases. 
During such period one hundred and forty-one civil cases have been 
fijially disposed of, leaving at this date one hundred and ten pending. 

Fortunately, criminal appeals have not shown a corresponding 
increase. During the two years prior to September 15, 1906, one hun- 
dred and fourteen criminal appeals had been taken, while during the last 
two years one hundred and seventeen appeals have been filed. At the 
date of my last report there were pending undisposed of in the appellate 
courts thirty-three criminal cases, which, added to the one hundred and 
seventeen new appeals, makes a total of one hundred and fifty. In nine 
criminal cases decided by the District Courts of Appeal petitions that 
such cases be heard and determined by the Supreme Court were granted, 
^nd such cases subsequently decided by that court. 
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The following table shows the results of all appeals determined: 

Supreme First Second Third »r^*.i. 

Court. District. District. District, totals. 

In fayor of people 16 27 23 26 92 

In &Tor of defendants --- 4 10 8 6 27 

Totaldecided ___ 20 37 31 31 119 

Number pending 10 14 9 7 40 

Totals reported 30 51 40 38 159 

It is thus seen that of the one hundred and ten eases finally disposed 
of, in twenty-two the judgments were reversed and in eighty-eight the 
judgments affirmed. Of the cases decided by the appellate courts eighty 
per cent have been affirmed and twenty per cent reversed. Of the forty 
criminal appeals now pending, all but seven are under submission or 
are fully briefed and ready for submission. 

In a large nmnber of cases pending at the date of my last report the 
records had been destroyed by the fire of April 18, 1906. I was able to 
restore the records in such cases, and they have all been finally dis- 
posed of. 

In two criminal cases writs of error to the United States Supreme 
Court have been granted, and such cases are now pending in that court. 

Thirty-one murder cases have been decided by the appellate courts, 
resulting in twenty-six affirmances and five reversals. 

From the reports of the several District Attorneys, a tabulation of 
which is given in later pages of this report, it appears that they have 
handled three thousand and forty-nine felony cases, and that two 
thousand six hundred and seventy-eight defendants were convicted or 
pleaded guilty, while three hundred and seventy-one were acquitted. 

OPINIONS, ETC. 

Within the past two years I have rendered to the various officers, 
boards, and commissions, and to the several District Attorneys of the 
State, three hundred and sixty-five written opinions. In these opinions 
it has been the endeavor to cover the subjects treated of fully, and to 
give at length the authorities upon which the conclusions reached were 
based. 

In this connection we have examined abstracts of title of lands which 
the State desired to purchase, and have examined and passed upon the 
legal sufficiency of every contract for the erection of buildings and the 
furnishing of supplies to State institutions. 

During this period there has been an unusually large number of such 
contracts, because of the damage to and destruction of various State 
buildings, resulting from the fire and earthquake of 1906, and under 
such contracts more than a million dollars have been expended in con- 
structing new buildings and in reconstructing old ones. 
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I have also examined the abstracts of proceedings of the various 
bond issues upon which the bid of the State has been accepted. 

The following table shows the issues approved and purchased by the 
State during this period : 



Name. 



Date of Issue. 



Amount. 



Rate I Net 



San Jo86 High School * 

San Jos6 School District 

San Benito High School 

Lake County Refunding 

Roeding School District, Fresno County 

Santa Clara Water, Light and Power 

Los Angeles Waterworks 

Plumas County Bridge and Highway 

Capital School District, Sacramento County . 

Oroville Levee 

Livermore Sewer 

Fairfield Sewer 

Sacramento Sewer 

San Buenaventura Municipal 

Belvedere Municipal 

Duarte School District, Los Angeles County- 
Lone Tree School District, Shasta County _-_ 

Sacramento Levee 

Porterville School District, Tulare County .-_ 
Eureka School District, Humboldt County ._ 

TotaL* 



Jan. 

Jan. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

July 

May 

Dec. 

Oct. 

Jan. 

July 

July 

Oct. 

July 

June 

Sept. 

Aug. 

July 

July 

Aug. 

Sept. 



1, 1907 
1,1907 
2,1907 
7,1907 

12,1907 
1,1907 
1,1907 
1,1907 

21,1908 

15,1908 
1,1908 
1,1907 
1, 1908 
1,1908 
1,1908 

10,1908 
9,1908 
1,1908 
1, 1908 
1,1908 



$176,000 00 

225,000 00 

45,000 00 

37,000 00 

10,000 00 

21,000 00 

510,000 00 

100,000 00 

32,000 00 

60,000 00 

25,000 00 

20,000 00 

200,000 00 

27,600 00 

36,000 00 

15,000 00 

3,500 00 

75,000 00 

25,000 00 

15,000 00 



$1,657,100 00 



4 
4 

5 

f 

4 

5 
4 
5 

f 

6 
4 
5 
4i 



3.952 

3.952 

4.50 

6.00 

5.00 

4.60 

4.00 • 

4.00 

4.50 

4.00 

4.50 

5.00 

4.00 

4.50 

4.60 

4.50 

5.00 

4.00 

4.50 

4.50 



INSURANCE MATTERS. 

In my last report attention was called to the necessity of a revision of 
the insurance laws of the State. The Legislature of 1907 completely 
revised such laws. This act took effect on March 8, 1907, and the 
experience of the eighteen months since its adoption has proven that it 
fairly effects the purposes intended. The adjustment of the nev? act to 
the insurance business of the State has thrown upon this office a vast 
amount of additional work, requiring practically the entire time of one 
member of the office force. Since this act went into effect the office has 
passed upon innumerable papers, bonds, documents, charters, etc., pre- 
sented to the Insurance Commissioner, and in this connection, during 
the eighteen months since such act went into effect, we have furnished 
to the Insurance Commissioner five hundred and sixty-four written 
opinions and reports, in addition to the official opinions heretofore 
mentioned. Added to this are many consultations with the Insurance 
Commissioner and representatives of various insurance companies. 

While the act, in the main, appears to be operating successfully, there 
is one feature to which especial attention should be called. It was 
found that the Commercial Union Assurance Company, a foreign cor- 
poration, carrying on its insurance business in this State, had, on its 
motion, transferred causes commenced against it in the courts of this 
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State to the Federal court. Acting under the provisions of section 595 
of the Political Code and its amendments, the Insurance Commissioner 
declined, bec6,use of such transfer, to issue to said Commercial Union 
Assurance Company a new certificate of authority to transact business 
in this State for the year 1907. 

The section of the Political Code referred to originally provided that 
upon a transfer of a cause by an insurance company from the State to 
the Federal courts, the right of such company to transact business in 
this State should cease and determine, and it was made the duty of the 
Insurance Commissioner to immediately revoke the certificate of 
authority of such company. That section became section 608 of the 
Political Code in the act heretofore referred to, taking effect March 8, 
1907, and in that act was so amended as to omit therefrom the provision 
that the right of the company so transferring a cause to transact busi- 
ness in this State shall cease and determine upon such transfer, but in 
its amended form retained that portion of the original section, making 
it the duty of the Insurance Commissioner to revoke the certificate of 
authority of such company. 

Upon the refusal of the Insurance Commissioner to issue to such com- 
pany a certificate of authority for the year 1907, the company sued out 
a writ of mandate against the Insurance Commissioner to compel the 
issuance of such certificate. It was contended on behalf of the Insurance 
Commissioner that his action was proper, and that a company whose 
certificate of authority had been revoked because of a transfer of an 
action from the State to the Federal court was thereafter ineligible to 
receive a certificate of authority. The trial court upon a hearing 
directed the issuance of the writ, and from that judgment an appeal 
was pr6secuted to the District Court of Appeal, First District, and that 
court held that as the statute provided for the issuance of an annual 
certificate of authority, the power of the Insurance Commissioner was 
exhausted upon the revocation of the certificate in force during the year 
that the transfer was made, and that the company's ineligibility con- 
tinued only until the first day of July following the date of such 
revocation; that upon the first day of July a new period began, and 
that tjie company was not disqualified to receive a new certificate of 
authority on that date, because of its action in transferring a cause 
prior thereto. 

From this decision it follows that though a foreign insurance com- 
pany may transfer from the State to the Federal court any number of 
causes during any one year, it can be debarred from doing business in 
this State through the revocation of its certificate of authority for such 
period only as lies between the date of revocation and the first day of 
July following, and notwithstanding the transfer of one or many causes 
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the company so transferring will be entitled to a new certificate on the 
first day of July following such transfer. 

I think it clear the Legislature intended no such result, and it is 
respectfully suggested that the law should be so amended as to deprive 
any foreign insurance company that transfers an action commenced 
against it in the State courts upon an insurance policy, to the Federal 
court, of the right to ever again transact business in this State. 

LEAVE TO SUE. 

During the period covered by this report, under section 803 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure, twenty-four applications have been made to 
this office for leave to sue in the name of the People, in quo warranto 
proceedings. Of these, fourteen have been granted and ten refused. 

In this connection, attention is respectfully called to the suggestion 
made in my last report, to the effect that the power to grant leave to 
sue in quo warranto should, by appropriate legislation, be taken from 
this office and vested in the courts. I can conceive of no good reason why 
this power should be vested in this office, rather than in the court 
having jurisdiction to try the case, in the event that the application for 
leave to sue be granted. 

The present law imposes upon this office the exercise of a judicial 
function which should be exercised by the courts alone. 

CIVIL ACTIONS. 

The present status of the one hundred and ten civil cases now pend- 
ing, and the result of the one hundred and forty-one civil cases disposed 
of during the past two years, is shown in succeeding pages of this 
report. 

BANKS. 

Under the provisions of the banking act, during the last two years, 
upon reports made to me by the Bank Commissioners, I have proceeded 
against fourteen banking concerns. In eleven of these receivers were 
appointed, and the same are now in process of liquidation; in two all 
liabilities were paid, and, as a result, the actions dismissed. The remain- 
ing one has not yet reached trial. 

It is worthy of consideration that these institutions were all com- 
mercial banks, though many of them carried savings deposit. It will 
be remembered that the present law permits officers and directors of com- 
mercial banks to become the borrowers of bank funds and deposits. The 
condition of the affairs of the several banks proceeded against has shown 
that the practice of loaning money to directors and officers has been 
one of the chief causes of bank failures. 
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'Section 578 of the Civil Code provides that : 

^^^0 director or officer of any savings and loan corporation 
must, directly or indirectly, for himself or as the partner or 
agent of others, borrow any of the deposits or other funds 6t 
such corporation, nor must he become an indorser or surety 
for loans to others, nor in any manner be an obligor for 
moneys borrowed of or loaned by such corporation.'' 

In my judgment a similar provision applicable to commercial banks 
should be adopted, and appropriate penalties provided for its violation. 



RAILROAD RATE INVESTIGATION. 

In accordance with suggestions made in a communication addressed 
by me to the Board of Railroad Commissioners, of date January 16, 
1908, calling attention to the charges of. discriminations practiced by 
the various railroads of the State, that Board passed the following 
resolutions : 

^^Besolvedy That the Board of Railroad Commissioners hold 
an investigation as to alleged discriminations in freight rates 
and transportation facilities, between intrastate shippers, upon 
the part of the Southern Pacific Company on the 12th day of 
February, 1908. 

^^ Resolved, That the Board of Railroad Commissioners hold 
an investigation as to alleged discriminations in freight rates 
and transportation facilities, between intrastate shippers, upon 
the part of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany, said hearing and investigation to be held in Los Angeles. 

^'Resolved, That the Board of Railroad Commissioners hold 
an investigation as to alleged discriminations in freight rates 
and transportation facilities, between intrastate shippers upon 
the part of the San Pedro, Los Angeles and Salt Lake Railroad 
Company, said hearing and investigation to be held in the city 
of Los Angeles. ' ' 

On March 10, 1908, after a careful examination by this office of the 
records of the Southern Pacific Company, the Atchison, Topeka and 
Santa Fe Railroad Company, and the Los Angeles, San Pedro and Salt 
Lake Railroad Company, the taking of testimony was commenced in 
the matter of alleged discriminations by the Southern Pacific Company. 
The taking of testimony consumed many days. Some twenty-two wit- 
nesses were examined, and a large number of exhibits of special rates 
.were placed in evidence, and the matter was argued and submitted to 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 11 

the Eailroad Gommission for decision on August 15, 1908. The decision 
of the Commission has not yet been rendered. 

On April 6, 1908, a session of the Railroad Commission commenced 
in the city of Los Angeles for the purpose of taking testimony with 
respect to discriminations alleged to have been practiced by the Atchi- 
son, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad Company and the Los Angeles, San 
Pedro and Salt Lake Railroad Company. The taking of testimony 
there occupied six days, and included oral and written testimony, 
records of the companies and a comparison of the special rates granted^ 
with published tariff sheets contemporaneously issued by said com- 
panies. The two last named cases have not yet been submitted, but will 
be shortly. 

Much difficulty was experienced by this office in the investigations, 
by reason of these facts ; first, the published tariff sheets of the railroad 
companies concerned had not been preserved; second, an examination 
of the published tariff sheets on file with the Railroad Commission dis- 
closed that but a small portion of the tariff sheets issued by the several 
railroad companies had been filed with the Commission ; third, that for 
many years prior to January, 1908, the tariffs promulgated by the 
various railroad companies had not been adopted as required by the 
constitution of the State, except in a very few instances, and for this 
reason had not become the rates established by the Commission, as 
contemplated by the provisions of the constitution. 

We were able, however, to present evidence demonstrating that the 
published tariffs of the various railroad companies for many years had 
been deviated from in innumerable instances, and that many shippers 
had been given special rates lower than the published tariff rate of the 
railroad company upon shipments originating and consummated within 
this State. 

Prior to these hearings an invitation had been extended by the Com- 
mission to all shippers and commercial bodies of the State to attend 
such hearings, and to aid therein by the presentation of any testimony 
that thc}^ might have respecting these practices. This opportunity was 
not taken advantage of by any large number of shippers or others 
interested in transportation questions. 

The California Traffic Association, however, did avail itself of this 
opportunity, and aided in the gathering and presentation of testi- 
mony. Its attorney, Mr. 0. K. Cushing, attended every session and 
greatly aided this office in the presentation of the testimony, and the 
law applicable thereto, and I acknowledge my appreciation of the efforts 
of the Association and its attorney in this regard. 

Under the law as it exists in this State at present, before a transpor- 
tation company can be found guilty of discrimination, because of the 
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granting of rates lower than the published tariffs to certain shippers, 
it must be established that another shipper shipped a like commodity 
in like quantity between the same points at the published tariff. 

In former years the Interstate Commerce Commission was confronted 
with the same difficulty, and, as a result thereof, the Interstate Com- 
merce Act was amended so as to eliminate the necessity of proving 
a contemporaneous shipment at published rates, and under that law, 
as it stands to-day, discrimination is established by proof of a shipment 
at rates lower than the published tariff. 

In my judgment, the legislation on this subject should be framed upou 
the lines of the present Interstate Commerce Act, making a willful 
deviation from the published tariff rate a violation of the law, whether 
or not other shippers of like commodity between the same points were 
compelled to pay the published tariff. 

The constitution of 1879, by section 22 of article XII, created a 
Board of Railroad Commissioners and defined their powers and duties 
in certain respects. 

Section 24 of article XII reads as follows : 

''The Legislature shall pass all laws necessary for the 
enforcement of the provisions of this article." 

It is worthy of comment that the only statute passed by the Legis- 
lature of California, in pursuance of this mandate of the constitution, 
was approved April 15, 1880, and is entitled : 

''An act to organize and define the powers of the Board of 
Railroad Commissioners." 

This act did little more than provide for the organization of the 
Board of Railroad Commissioners, prescribe the salaries of its employees, 
and attempt to define the term "transportation companies," as found 
in section 22 of article XII of the constitution. This statute was 
inadequate at the time it was passed, it has not been sufficient to meet 
any commercial condition that has since existed, fails entirely to meet 
the conditions of the present, and will fail to meet the conditions of 
the future. 

Section 21 of article XII of the constitution prohibits discriminations 
in charges or facilities for the transportation of freight or passengers, 
but provides no penalty for the violation of such provisioil, and no act 
has been passed by the Legislature since the adoption of the constitu- 
tion providing for such penalties. The experience of all times has shown 
that the law is best enforced when appropriate penalties are provided 
for its violation. 

Section 22 of article XII of the constitution provides a penalty for a 
failure "to conform to the rates established by the Commission." In 
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the case of De Leonis vs. Etchepare, 120 Cal. 415, the Supreme Court 
of this State held that the word '* conform" does not mean ** identical" 
or *'the same." This provision of the constitution can not be regarded 
as sufficient to meet the situation, but should be supplemented by 
appropriate legislation. 

In 1878, prior to the adoption of the new constitution, a statute was 
passed by the Legislature of this State creating the office of * ' Commis- 
sioner of Transportation," defining his powers and duties, and defining 
discriminations and extortions by railroad companies. The penalty 
provided, however, in this statute for discriminations and extortions, as 
therein defined, is wholly inadequate. 

In the presentation of these matters to the Railroad Commission 
we were compelled to rely upon this statute, notwithstanding the 
penalties provided were inadequate, and the further fact that in some of 
its features it had been repealed by the new constitution. 

The only remedy for discriminations given by this statute exists in 
favor of an injured shipper, but before an injured shipper can recover 
he must prove that he was obliged to ship at the published tariff, while 
a more favored shipper was permitted to transport similar commodities 
between the same points at a rate less than published tariff. 

It is thus apparent that the shippers of the State are practically help- 
less, as the required evidence in any case will be most difficult, and in 
most cases impossible, of procurement. 

I believe this brief review of the situation will show the imperative 
necessity of prompt legislation on this subject, and, under the constitu- 
tion of this State, the Legislature has ample authority to enact the 
required legislation. In other states this situation has been fully met, 
and the constitution of this State is amply sufficient to support legisla- 
tion similar to that which is operating successfully in those states. 
There are but few states in the Union which have not adopted advance 
legislation upon these subjects, and California, unfortunately, is one of 
those few. 

The various phases of railroad operation, including not only the 
establishment of rates of transportation charges, but the matter of 
switching, terminal charges, industrial tracks, loading, unloading and 
icing charges, interlocking switches, block systems, joint freight traffic, 
demurrage, the furnishing and interchange of cars, and other matters 
of similar character, as well as the control and regulation of express 
companies, telegraph and dispatch companies, and steamship companies 
plying upon the inland waters of the State, have been the subject of 
legislation in many of the states of the Union, and such legislation, 
while entirely fair to all transportation companies, has been of greatest 
benefit to all shippers and to all commercial interests. 
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Of legislative acts of the various states perhaps none have been more 
carefully drawn to meet present conditions than those of Wisconsin 
and Texas, and those acts, with the decisions of the courts Construing 
the same, point clearly to the character of legislation needed to meet 
existing conditions in this State. ' 

Bates. — The Commission should be given power to classify freight, as 
well as to establish rates for the transportation of each class. At the 
present time the ** Western Classification" is used in California, which 
is subject to deviation by any railroad company at will. 

In fixing rates the Commission should be authorized to fix different 
rates for the transportation of the same commodity over different roads, 
necessitated by the difference in locality of such roads, and governed 
by their expense in operation. They should be given power to require 
fair and just division of the charges arising for the transportation of 
freight over two or more connecting roads, should such roads be unable 
to agree upon such division. 

Their power of fixing rates should extend to switching charges, load- 
ing, unloading and icing charges, and the application of terminal rates. 
They should be authorized to fix reasonable charges for the use or 
transportation of loaded or empty cars, and for the storage of freight, 
or demurrage on cars not unloaded after reasonable notice to consignee. 

The method of establishing a rate, the time when a rate is to become 
effective, and the methods by which such rate may be changed should 
be clearly defined, and a deviation from such rate should be made 
unlawful, irrespective of contemporaneous shipments at full tariff. 
This would accord with the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
in the particular that proof of a shipment at less than published tariff 
is sufficient, without proof of a like shipment by a different shipper at 
full tariff. 

Cars. — The Commission should have power to enforce the furnishing 
of cars after reasonable notice to the company, and for such purpose 
should be furnished a daily car report from each transportation com- 
pany. 

Discriminations. — The acts constituting discriminations should be 
clearly defined, and discrimination, false billing, false classification and 
false weighing, and every other device for the accomplishment of such 
objects prohibited. 

Penalties. — For a violation of any of the provisions of the act 
appropriate penalties should be provided, for in many instances it is 
only through the means of penalties that proper observance of the law 
can be compelled. 
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Procedure. — The procedure for the enforcement of the penalties 
should be made clear, and the venue of such actions designated. The 
burden of proving that rates are confiscatory or unreasonable should 
be placed upon the complaining transportation company. The power 
to impose fines and the means through, which the orders of the Com- 
mission are to be enforced should be clearly defined. 

I have gone thus somewhat extensively into this subject because of 
its vital importance to the State, and feel that appropriate legislation 
is imperatively demanded. 



STATE SCHOOL LANDS. 

As you are aware, for several years there has existed between the 
State and Federal Government a controversy respecting State School 
lands. It has been contended by the Federal Government that there 
is due from the State to the Federal Government some fifty thousand 
acres of land on account of overlistings to the State. As a result of 
this claim, for many years indemnity school land selections of the State 
have not been approved by the Federal Government, but action thereon 
has been withheld, pending a settlement of the controversy referred to, 
thus resulting in great loss and inconvenience to many citizens of the 
State. 

In 1907, in conjunction with the State Surveyor-General, I took up 
this matter with the Secretary of the Interior, and a conference was 
arranged between that official, Surveyor-General Kingsbury and this 
office. In June, that conference was held at Washington, Hon. George 
A. Sturtevant, then my assistant, representing this office. 

At that conference it was contended on behalf of the State that the 
State of California was not liable for any overlistings occurring prior 
to March 1, 1877, and liability was admitted for such overlistings as 
occurred subsequent to that date. While the Government has not 
assented to this contention, as a result of that conference, and of further 
considerations since had, it has been arranged that the State will furnish 
substitute base for all overlistings occurring since March 1, 1877, 
amounting to some thirteen thousand acres, and that the legality of the 
claim for the amount of overlistings occurring prior to March 1, 1877, 
will, be hereafter determined by some appropriate proceeding, and on 
its part the Government has agreed that as soon as substitute base for 
overlistings occurring subsequent to March 1, 1877, is furnished, it will 
go forward in the approval of indemnity school land selections so long 
pending in the General Land Office without action. 

The work of ascertaining the exact amount of overlistings since 1877 
is going rapidly forward, and substitute base will be furnished therefor. 
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It is confidently expected that as soon as this has been done the pending 
indemnity school land selections will be approved, and a perfect title 
thereto issued to the respective applicants. 

In my view, the State is not legally liable for overlistings occurring 
prior to March 1, 1877, and the claim of the Federal Government based 
upon such overlistings should be resisted. 



JUDOMENTS AGAINST THE STATE ON MONEY DEMANDS. 

The Legislature of 1905 passed an act appropriating $45,616.30 to 
pay the claim of John Mullan against the State of California. Prior 
to the approval of that act, the then Governor, Hon. George C. Pardee, 
took from the assignees of claimant an agreement to accept in full 
satisfaction of their claim against the State the sum of $25,000, and 
because of such agreement approved the act. 

The act provided that one half of the amount appropriated should 
be payable January 1, 1906, and the remaining half January 1, 1907. 

One half the amount was paid on January 1, 1906, and on January 
1, 1907, the assignees of claimant demanded the payment of the remain- 
ing half, under the terms of the act. This demand was refused by the 
Controller, in accordance with the advice of this office, and thereafter 
claimants sued out a writ of mandate against the Controller to compel 
. the issuance of his warrant for the remaining half of the original 
appropriation. 

The answer to the petition set up the agreement referred to, and the 
trial court held that such agreement did not constitute a defense, and 
ordered the writ to issue. 

From such judgment an appeal was prosecuted to the District Court 
of Appeal, Third District, and the judgment of the trial court was there 
affirmed. Thereafter, this office petitioned the Supreme Court of the 
State to hear and determine said cause, the petition was granted, and 
the case will be upon the November calendar of that court. 

At the session of 1907, an appropriation of $5,000 was made to the 
Woman's Relief Corps Home Association, at Evergreen, Santa Clara 
County. A question arising as to the constitutionality of such act, the 
Controller declined to issue his warrant to meet claims presented 
against such appropriation. 

The institution sued out a writ of mandate to compel the issuance 
of such warrant. The proceeding was brought in the District Court of 
Appeal, Third District, and, upon hearing, that court held the act to be 
in all respects constitutional, and directed the writ to issue. 

In accordance with such direction the claims were paid. 

While these were in the nature of judgments against the State, it will 
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b^ remembered that appropriations to meet the same have already been 
made. No other money judgments of any character against the State 
have been rendered during the period covered by this report. 



STATE BOARDS, ETC. 

From other sources, there will be presented to you reports of the 
proceedings of the several boards and commissions of which I am ex 
oflScio a member. 

REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS. 

In following pages of this report will be found a tabulation of the 
reports of the several District Attorneys of the State. 

CONCLUSION. 

Through the efficiency and earnest labors of the various members of 
my office force, I have been able to keep the work of this department 
up to date. 

Respectfully submitted. 

U. S. WEBB, 

Attorney-Oeneral. 



-A-G 
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CASES IN THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT. 



In the Matter of the Estate of James Moffiit, Deceased. Alameda 
County, judgment of Superior Court fixing collateral inheritance tax 
upon interest of wife in community property. Judgment aflBrmed by 
Supreme Court of the State of California. July 2, 1908, writ of error 
granted. 

The People, etc, vs. J. W. Finley. Convicted of assault with a deadly 
weapon by prisoner. Superior Court of Sacramento County and 
sentenced to death. Judgment affirmed by the Supreme Court of the 
State of California. July 6, 1908, writ of error allowed. 

The People, etc., vs. George D. Collins. Convicted of perjury in the 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco and sentenced 
to fourteen years in the penitentiary. Judgment affirmed by .the 
Supreme Court of the State of California. November 9, 1907, writ of 
error allowed. 
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CIVIL CASES IN THE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT. 



Western Pacific Railway Company vs. Southern Pacific Company et 
al. To condemn certain lands for railway purposes, assess their valua- 
tions and quiet adverse claims thereto. Dismissed. Closed. 

The United States of America vs. The State of California et al. To 
cancel patents to lands listed by the Federal Government to the State 
and by the State patented to certain individuals. Demurrer of State 
filed. 

The Pullman Company vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. To declare 
assessment of plaintiff's property void and restrain entry and publica- 
tion of assessment. October 14, 1907, demurrer sustained and action 
dismissed. Closed. 

Grand Trunk Western Railway Company vs. Charles F. Curry, as 
Secretary of State, etc. For injunction to prevent defendant from 
collecting license tax and preventing plaintiff from doing business in 
the State of California. June 15, 1908, demurrer of defendant to 
plaintiff's complaint sustained and action dismissed. Closed. 

William Muir et al. vs. The United States of America, State of Cali- 
fornia, et al. To establish plaintiff's title to Oakland water front lands. 
BiU filed August 18, 1908. 
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CIVIL CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE 

OF CALIFORNIA. 



George Engwicht, respondent, vs. Pacific States Life Assurance Com- 
pany, a corporation, respondent, Truman Beeves, Treasurer, etc, 
appellant^ J, H, T, Watkinson, respondent. In the Superior Court of 
the City and County of San Francisco, to collect $436 insurance from 
deposit in State Treasury. Judgment for plaintiff for $236 and costs, 
payable from $5,000 deposit in State Treasury, and for intervenor 
Watkinson for $1,150.24 and costs, payable from deposit of $5,000 in 
State Treasury. Reversed. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Adolph Sutro, Deceased. By petition 
of Theodore Shucking et al., in the Superior Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, under section 1664, Code of Civil Procedure, 
to determine heirship, involving title to trust estate for public and 
charitable purposes. Answer of State filed April 28, 1903. Cause tried 
and decree for petitioner, declaring trust void. Submitted. 

United Railroads of San Francisco, a corporation, plaintiff, vs. E. P. 
Colgan, etc., appellant, and Edward J. Smith, Tax Collector, etc., et al., 
respondents. In the Superior Court of the City and County of San 
Francisco, to determine whether United Railroads' property should be 
assessed by State Board of Equalization or City and County Assessor. 
Judgment for Edward J. Smith, Tax Collector. Defendant Colgan 
appealed April 7, 1905. Affirmed. Closed. 

People, etc., appellant, vs. Charles Edelman, respondent. In the 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco, by complaint 
to determine title of defendant to office of Notary Public. October 7, 
1904, judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. Affirmed. 
Closed. 

San Diego Realty Company, a corporation, respondent, vs. A. F, 
Cornell, Tax Collector, et al., appellants. In the Superior Court of San 
Diego County, to enjoin execution of deeds to State for, and to annul 
assessments of, etc., certain property of plaintiff in San Diego County. 
November 5, 1904, defendants declining to answer, judgment for 
plaintiff. November 14, defendants appealed. Affirmed. Closed. 
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Savings and Loan Society, appellant, vs. Edmund M. Burke, Tax 
Collector, respondent. Appeal from an order of the Superior Court of 
Santa Barbara County, sustaining demurrer to second amended com- 
plaint in an action to annul assessment of $1,316.86, taxes on mortgage 
interest of plaintiff in real property. Affirmed. Closed. 

Henry Miller, respondent, vs. County of Kern, appellant. Appeal 
from judgment of the Superior Court of Kern County, declaring assess- 
ments void and finding for plaintiff $21,668.29 taxes paid under protest 
and $13,331.54 interest and costs. Judgment for plaintiff, and on 
January 21, 1905, defendant appealed. Reversed. Closed. 

Kern Valley Water Company, a corporation, respondent, vs. County 
of Kern, appellant. (Same court and nature as above case, but for 
$1,177.52 taxes and $734.44 interest.) Judgment modified, then 
affirmed. Closed. 

Henry Miller, etc., respondent, vs. County of Kern, appellant. Appeal 
from an order of the Superior Court of Kern County denying motion 
for a new trial in Miller vs. County of Kern, supra. Affirmed. 
Closed. 

I. Rosenthal & Co., a corporation, appellant, vs. Charles F. Curry, 
Secretary of State, et al., respondents. In the Superior Court of the 
City and County of San Francisco, to restrain defendants from taking 
any action or proceeding under an act of 1905 to levy a license tax upon- 
corporations. September 21, 1905, demurrer sustained, and plaintiff 
appealed. Appeal dismissed. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Henry Hempker, Deceased, State of 
California, appellant, vs. G. F. Miller, respondent. In the Superior 
Court of Sonoma County, by information and a petition for a decree 
and a judgment escheating residue of estate ($2,053.55) into State 
Treasury. Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. Affirmed. 
Closed. 

Cyril G. Lamb, respondent, vs. Ulysses S. Webb, Attorney-General, 
et al., appellants. In the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County, by 
petition for writ of mandate to compel Attorney-General to issue ** leave 
to sue.*' Petition granted, and defendants appealed. Reversed. 
Closed. 

The County of Tehama, respondent, vs. E. L. Sisson, Treasurer, etc., 
et al., appellants, and A. L. Conrad, et al., appellants. Appeal from 
judgment of Superior Court of Tehama County restraining defendant 
treasurer from paying warrant in favor of intervenor Conrad for $950 
drawn upon indigent fund to purchase fruit crop of county farm. 
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Judgment for plaintiff, and defendants and interveners appealed. 
Affirmed. Closed. 

Teresa Casserly, appellant, vs. Alameda County, respondent. In the 
County of Alameda, to quiet title of plaintiff to property in Oakland 
on which hall of records and courthouse are situate. Judgment for 
defendant, and plaintiff appealed. Affirmed. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Elizabeth Hewlett Martin, Deceased. 
Appeal from an order of the Superior Court of Santa Clara County 
directing payment of collateral inheritance tax. Affirmed. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edgar J. Bowen, Deceased. Appeal 
of heirs from order of Superior Court of City and County of San 
Francisco fixing and ordering payment of collateral inheritance tax. 
Affirmed. Closed. 

Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Company vs. M. Fitzgerald 
et al., as State Prison Directors. Sacramento County, for injunction 
to restrain defendants from interfering with use of canal of plaintiff 
at Folsom. Judgment for defendants. Plaintiff appealed. 

State of California vs. Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Com- 
pany. Sacramento County, judgment for plaintiff quieting title to 
dam and canal at Folsom. Defendant appealed. 

The Union Trust Company of San Francisco vs. The State, etc, Sac- 
ramento County, to recover $855,000 principal and $1,121,000 interest 
on account of Montgomery-avenue bonds. Demurrer to amended com- 
plaint sustained. Judgment for defendant with costs. Plaintiff 
appealed. Submitted. 

Max Frank vs. The State. Same county, court and proceedings as 
above except for $65,000 principal and $89,250 interest. Submitted. 

The People, etc., vs. Bank of San Luis Obispo. San Luis Obispo 
County, to declare defendant insolvent and appoint a receiver. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff as prayed. Defendant appealed from judgment. 
Affirmed. Closed. Defendant also appealed from motion for new trial. 
This appeal pending. 

The Board of Education of the City and County of San Francisco 
vs. Edward Hyatt, as Superintendent of Public Instruction. Mandate 
to compel defendant to include evening school in apportionment of 
State High School Funds. December 6, 1907, demurrer sustained and 
proceeding dismissed. Closed. 
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In the Matter of the Estate of John Fletcher Sims, Deceased. Ala- 
meda County, appeal from an order fixing collateral inheritance tax. 
Affirmed. Closed, 

People, etc, vs. Martha C. Lehus. Los Angeles County, to recover 
$6,100.34 collateral inheritance tax. October 1, 1907, judgment for 
plaintiff as prayed. May 29, 1908, affirmed. Closed. 

County of Mono vs. James L. Depauli et al. Mono County, to recover 
$550 sheep license, damages and costs. Judgment for defendants and 
plaintiff appealed. Ready. 

The Boca Mill Company vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State, 
etc. Mandate to compel respondent to file extension of corporate 
existence. June 1, 1908, submitted. 
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CIVIL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNLA. 



Title Guaranty and Trust Company vs. County of Los Angeles. 
Second Appellate District. Los Angeles County, to recover $660 taxes 
assessed and paid under protest on money held in escrow and deposited 
in bank. Judgment for plaintiff and defendant appealed. Reversed. 
Hearing by Supreme Court denied. Closed. 

Charles H. Murphy vs. F. A. Bondshu. Third Appellate District. 
Mariposa County, mandate to compel defendant to repay plaintiff 
$3.61 paid through mistake of defendant on redemption of property 
from tax sale. Demurrer of defendant to plaintiff's complaint sus- 
tained and judgment for defendent. Closed. 

William C. Alberger vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
First Appellate District. Mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's 
application to purchase State land. June 10, 1907, ordered that writ 
issue. Hearing by Supreme Court refused. Closed. 

Emma Mullan Lukens et at. vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Third 
Appellate District. Sacramento County, mandate to compel defendant 
to deliver warrant for $22,808.15 for claim of John Mullan as per act 
passed by Legislature 1905. Judgment for plaintiff as prayed and 
defendant appealed. August 15, 1908, affirmed. Petition for hearing 
by Supreme Court pending. 

John WessUng vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Third Appellate 
District. Sacramento County, mandate to compel defendant to draw 
warrant for $394 contingent expenses of election contest in assembly. 
Judgment for defendant and plaintiff appealed. Ready. 

George W. Bush vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Third Appellate 
District. Mandate to compel payment of salary of plaintiff as Superior 
Judge of Shasta County. Writ denied. Closed. 

Sylvester Marron vs. County of San Diego. Second Appellate Dis- 
trict. San Diego County, to recover $306.05 constable's fees. Judgment 
for defendant and plaintiff appealed. Ready. 

Commercial Union Assurance Company of London vs. E. Myron 
Wolf, as Insurance Commissioner. First Appellate District. City and 
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County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to iss^e a 
certificate to authorize plaintiff to transact insurance business in the 
State of California. Judgment for plaintiff and defendant appealed. 
July 22, 1908, affirmed. Closed. 

James E. Messenger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
First Appellate District. Contra Costa County, mandate to compel 
defendant to file application to purchase tide lands. Judgment for 
plaintiff and defendant appealed. Appellant's brief filed. 

Amelia A. M. Becker, Executrix, vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. 
Third Appellate District. Mandate to compel defendant to sign receipt 
of County Treasurer of Solano County and place seal thereon. June 
17, 1908, ordered that writ issue. Closed. 

The People, etc., upon the complaint of C. H. Garoutte, et al., Bank 
Commissioners vs. Market Street Bank. First Appellate District. City 
and County of San Francisco, to declare defendant corporation insol- 
vent, restrain from further business and appoint a receiver. June 20, 
1908, judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Louis H. Mooser appointed 
receiver. Defendants appealed. August 27th transcript filed. 

The Board of Directors of the Woman's Belief Corps Home Associa- 
tion of California vs. A. B. Nye, as State Controller, etc. Third Appel- 
late District. Mandate to compel defendant to issue warrant in favor 
of petitioners for $784.50 for the support and maintenance of the 
Woman's Relief Corps Home. July 11, 1908, ordered that writ issue. 
Closed. 

S. Dickenson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Third 
Appellate District. Mandate to compel defendant to permit plaintiff 
to inspect certain records about to be sent out of the State to be used 
as testimony in land fraud cases in Washington. April 24, 1908, writ 
denied. Closed. 



26 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



CIVIL CASES IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 



County of San Luis Obispo vs. Henry T. Gage et aL, as State Board 
of Examiners, etc, Sacramento County, by petition for writ of man- 
date to compel State Board of Examiners to allow claim of plaintiff for 
$571.99, support of orphans, etc. Judgment for plaintiff, defendants 
appealed, and on June 22, 1903, judgment of lower court reversed. 
Amended petition filed, to which defendants demurred, and matter 
thereupon continued indefinitely, to be reset on motion. 

County of Butte vs. Henry T. Gage et aL, as State Board of 
Examiners, etc. Sacramento County, by petition for writ of mandate 
to compel approval of claims for maintenance of orphans. After the 
decision of the Supreme Court in County of San Luis Obispo vs. Gage 
et al., the petitioner filed an amended petition, and the defendants' 
demurrer thereto has been continued indefinitely, to be reset on motion. 

Charles L. Hovey vs. M. J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County, by 
petition for writ of mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's 
application to purchase State lands. Demurrer of defendant off calen- 
dar, to be reset on motion. 

Peter D. Bernhard vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and nature 
as last case.) Demurrer to amended answer served and filed December 
17, 1907. Submitted. 

Edna M. Bolton vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and nature 
as last case.) On June 11, 1903, demurrer to complaint continued, to 
be reset on motion after final decision in similar case. 

Frank J. Schmahl vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and cause 
as last case.) Dismissed. Closed. 

Claus Lindgren vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) Dis- 
missed. Closed. 

Alice S. Boiseuillet vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 
Dismissed. Closed. 

Robert H. McGowan vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 
Dismissed. Closed. 
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William Frederick Christ vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last 
case.) Dismissed. Closed. 

Edmund L. Smith vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last ease.) 
Dismissed. Closed. 

George T. Bush, Sr., vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 
Dismissed. Closed. i 

William B. Drieshach vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same c6urt and 
cause as last case.) Demurrer filed. 

M. A. C. Christeson vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 
Dismissed. Closed. 

Philip G. Galpin vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and cause 
as last ease.) Demurrer filed. 

Helen M. De Lanza vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and cause 
as last case.) Demurrer filed. 

J. H. Whitham vs. Victor H. Woods, etc., M. Brandenstein, inter- 
venor. Alameda County, for mandate to compel issuance to petitioner 
of patent to State school lands. May 9, 1905, answer of defendant 
served. 

The People of the State of California vs. California Powder Works, 
a corporation. City and County of San Francisco, to recover $10,936.09, 
delinquent taxes 1900-01, with interest and costs. Tried and submitted 
for decision March 1, 1906. 

In the Matter of the Estate of John Holland, Deceased. City and 
County of San Francisco, by petition of the State of California to have 
covered into the State Treasury, as an escheat, $871.93, the residue of 
said estate. On April 25, 1904, matter argued and submitted. 

The County of Lake vs. George C. Pardee et al., as State Board of 
Examiners. Sacramento County, by petition for mandate to compel 
approval and allowance of claim of $304.50, account of maintenance 
of half-orphans, during six months ending June 30, 1898. December 
30, 1904, demurrer argued and submitted. 

People, etc., vs. Wells, Fargo & Co., a corporation. City and County 
of San Francisco, to recover $30,600.53 delinquent taxes for 1903, and 
for interest, costs, etc. September 5, 1905, answer filed. Continued for 
decision in People, etc., vs. California Powder Works. 

Vallejo, Benicia and Napa Valley Railroad Company vs. State, etc, 
et al. Solano County, to condemn right of way to tide land. Decem- 
ber 12, 1904, answer filed. 
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United Railroads of San Francisco, a corporation, vs. Truman Beeves^ 
as State Treasurer, etc. City and County of San Francisco, to recover 
$11,276.34, taxes alleged to have been illegally collected. Demurrer 
served July 10, 1905, and on August 25, 1905, demand for change of 
venue to Sacramento County granted. 

The Union Trust Company of San Francisco vs. The State, etc. 
Sacramento County, to recover $305,000 principal and $443,310 interest, 
on so-cfflled Montgomery-avenue bonds. July 18, 1905, demurrer 
served. (Off calendar, awaiting decision in Supreme Court in similar 
cases.) 

John P. Russell et al. vs. State. City and County of San Francisco, 
to recover $13,000 principal and $17,550 interest, account of Mont- 
gomery-avenue bonds. September 21, 1904, demurrer served and cause 
transferred to Sacramento County. (Off calendar awaiting decision in 
Supreme Court in similar cases.) 

Charles Josselyn vs. State. Same as above case,, but for $10,000 
principal and $13,500 interest. 

George Whittell vs. State. Same as above case, but for $52,000 
principal and $71,760 interest. 

J. A. Folger vs. State. Same as above case, but for $18,000 principal 
and $24,840 interest. 

People, etc., vs. The Pioneer Realty Company. City and County of 
San Francisco, to enjoin defendant from further transaction of busi- 
ness and to dissolve corporation. April 6, 1906, answer filed. 

People, etc., vs. The California Bond Corporation, etc., a corporation. 
City and County of San Francisco, to dissolve corporation for failing 
to comply with the law relative to investment companies. April 17, 
1906, answer filed. 

State, etc., vs. Central Trust Company, etc., a corporation. City and 
County of San Francisco, to prohibit defendant from exercising powers 
stated in its articles of incorporation. March 30, 1906, demurrer argued 
and submitted. 

The Comity of Santa Clara vs. State. Santa Clara County, to recover 
$24,449.89 for maintenance of aged and indigent persons. Demurrer 
to complaint sustained. Closed. 

T. V. Maxwell et al. vs. Pardee et al. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco, for mandate to compel defendants to issue patent to plaintiffs to 
certain State lands. Demurrer to petition filed. 
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People, etc., vs. Fred Woodworth et al. Sacramento County, to cancel 
affidavit of defendant Woodworth for purcjiase of certain tide lands 
and all records of purchase in office of Surveyor-General. March 24, 
1908, judgment for plaintiff as prayed. 

People, etc., vs. Fred Woodworth et al. Marin County, to cancel 
affidavits and filings of applications for State tide lands. September 
20, 1907, answer of defendant served and filed. 

Pacific Syndicate Company vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State, 
etc., et al. City and County of San Francisco, to restrain defendant 
Curry f com filing copy of articles of incorporation of other defendants. 
November liS, 1906, demurrer of defendant Curry filed. 

Herman Silver et al., as Bank Commissioners, vs. James L. Crittenden 
€t al. San Luis Obispo County, to recover $30,800 and interest on a 
promissory note. May 28, 1907, demurrer to amended complaint filed. 

George W. Thorp vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Los 
Angeles County, to restrain defendant from filing canvass of ballots 
annexing territory and to declare election void. December 28, 1906, 
case dismissed. Closed. 

People of the State of California, upon the complaint of C. M. Short- 
ridge et al.. Building and Loan Commissioners, vs. Chicago Home Build- 
ing Company et al. Los Angeles County, to enjoin defendant from 
transacting further business, appointment of a receiver, etc. December 
27, 1906, injunction granted, receiver appointed. Closed. 

Irving M. Needham et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State, 
etc. Sacramento County, for writ of mandate to compel defendant to 
file articles of incorporation. January 11, 1906, ordered that writ 
issue. Closed. 

Arthur Martin vs. The State. City and County of San Francisco, 
demurrer served and ordered transferred to Sacramento County. 

S. E. Crow vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State, etc. Sacramento 
County, for writ of mandate to compel defendant to issue commission 
to plaintiff as Superior Judge. January 9, 1907, ordered that writ issue. 
Closed. 

J. S. Godeau vs. L. R. Cofed et al. City and County of San Francisco, 
to recover $5,000 for conversion of two horses by officers of the National 
Guard. March 25, 1908, ordered action dismissed. Closed. 

People of the State of California, upon the complaint of J. P. Transue 
et al., Building and Loan Commissioners, vs. State of California Mutual 
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Building and Loan Association, et al. San Diego County, to enjoin 
defendant from transacting further business, appointment of a receiver, 
etc. Motion for judgment on pleadings submitted. 

Bloss Land and Cattle Company vs. The State et al, Merced County, 
to quiet title to certain swamp and overflow lands. Dismissed as to. 
State. Closed. 

Fred Raahe vs. A. B. Nye, etc. Sacramento County, to enjoin defend- 
ant from delivering warrant on transcript of judgment filed. April 9, 

1907, demurrer served and filed. 

Louis Pfeiffer vs. W. S. Kingshtiry, as Surveyor-General. Sacramento 
County, mandate to compel defendant to refer land contest. January 
31, 1908, demurrer overruled and stipulation made for answer to be 
served on notice. 

R. TJiompson et al., Trustees of Good Templars Home, vs. People, etc. 
Solano County, to authorize trustees to borrow money and secure same 
by mortgage. September 23, 1907, decree made and entered. Closed. 

John F. Dickson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Sacramento County, mandate to compel reference of land contest. 
March 12, 1907, demurrer filed. 

The State vs. George T. Bollinger. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco, to recover money received by defendant as Captain of Company 
*'A,'' N. G. C. April 13, 1908, action dismissed. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Henry Bruce, Deceased. Solano 
County, to escheat $6,985.68 to the State. August 13, 1907, judgment 
of escheat entered. Closed. 

The People, by N. Blackstock et al., Bank Commissioners, vs. North 
American Trust (Company of Los Angeles. Los Angeles County, to 
recover penalty of $17,400 for illegally transacting business and using 
the name of **bank.'' July 27, 1907, answer served. 

The People vs. B. E. Nickel et al.. Port Wardens. City and County 
of San Francisco, quo warranto to oust from ofiice and recover fine of 
$5000. Answer filed and case transferred to Alameda County. 

William H. Dunahoo vs. Robert T. Devlin et al.. Prison Directors. 
Butte County, to cancel sale of jute bags by prison directors. June 4, 

1908, judgment for plaintiff for costs. 

Herman Silver et al., as Bank Commissioners, vs. T. T. Crittenden. 
San Luis Obispo County, to recover $275 on a promissory note. August 
29, 1907, complaint filed. 
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In the Matter of the Estate of A, F. BUUg, Deceased, Santa Barbara 
County, to escheat $618.06 to the State. September 5, 1907, judgment 
of escheat entered. Closed, 

Henry J, Stauff acker vs. The State, Sacramento County, to cancel 
patent to State lands and restore title to State. September 17, 1907, 
demurrer filed. 

The Title and Document Restoration Company vs. All Persons and 
The State. City and County of San Francisco, to restore and quiet 
title to certain water lots in San Francisco. Action dismissed as to the 
State. Closed. 

The People, upon the complaint of J. P. Transue et al,, Building 
and Loan Commissioners, vs. The Protective Savings Mutual Building 
and Loan Association et al, Los Angeles County, to declare defendant 
corporation insolvent and appoint a receiver thereof. October 19, 1907, 
judgment as prayed. Receiver appointed. Closed. 

Edward D. Lake vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Monterey County, mandamus to compel defendant to select and locate 
certain lands and file plaintiff's application to purchase same. January 
24, 1907, demurrer served and filed. 

Nellie L. Webb vs, Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as in above case. 

Louis L, Stackpole vs, Victor H, Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. July 23, 1907, demurrer 
submitted. 

Winnie G. Tripp vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as in Lake vs. Woods. 

R. E. Eerndon vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as in Lake vs. Woods, 

Victor E, Shaw vs. Victor H, Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Alameda County, same nature of action and proceedings as in Lake vs. 
Woods. 

George F. Otis vs, Victor H, Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above case. May 30, 1908, 
action dismissed. 

J. E. Lonergan vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. July 13, 1907, demurrer filed. 

Mame McMorry vs, Victor H, Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. July 5, 1907, demurrer filed. 
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B. Nelson vs, W, 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-Oeneral, etc. Same 
county and nature of action and proceedings as above case. 

WilUam C, Bamm vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor'Oeneral, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. April 11, 1907, answer 
^ served and filed. 

F. T, Pladwell vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor'Oeneral, etc. Same 
county and nature of acticm as above case. July 13, 1907, demurrer 
served and filed. 

Juanita Bunzel vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor-Oeneral, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above case. 

F. W, Strehl vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor'Oeneral, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco, same nature as last case. April 4, 1907, 
demurrer filed. 

Jennie T, Lobb vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor'Oeneral, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above case. 

E. E. Tucker vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor-0eneral, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. February 19, 1908, case dis- 
missed. Closed. 

Eva M. De Oroff vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor'General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. January 30, 1908, case dis- 
missed. Closed. 

E. J. Talbot vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as 8urveyor'Qeneral, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. January 13, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed. 

L. M. McKenney vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. January 14, 1908, dis- 
missed. Closed. 

C. B. Alberger vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. April 23, 1907, demurrer filed. 

W. B. Eastin vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. January 13, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed. 

Catherine T. Jenny vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. February 27, 1908, dis- 
missed. Closed. 

John A. Eenshall vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. July 26, 1907, demurrer 
filed. 
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S, Goodenough vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Survey or^General, etc. Same 
county and nature of acHon as above. June 15, 1907, demurrer filed. 

x¥. F, Fillmore vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General^ etc. Same, 
county and nature of action as above. January 30, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed, 

Jo Gordon vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. June 15, 1907, demurrer filed. 

Lewis U. Hoin vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. January 13, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed. 

E. F. Staples vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. January 30, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed. 

Henry M. McGill vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. June 15, 1907, demurrer 
served and filed. 

0. A. Lane vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. April 3, 1907, demurrer filed. 

Margaret McMorry vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Same nature of action as above. April 3, 1907, 
demurrer filed. 

Louis E. Faulkner vs. Victor E. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. January 19, 1907, demurrer 
filed. 

Victor E. Shaw vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

H. P. Gwin vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

C. H. S. Bidwell vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

E. L. Eavey vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

Louise E. Smith vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

B. Albertsen vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. May 20, 1907, demurrer served 
and filed. 
3 — A-G 
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Haitie N. Lake vs, W. 8, Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. October 6, 1907, dismissed. Closed. 

Lattila B. Fillmore vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. June 13, 1907, demurrer filed. 

Frederick Bead vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Julia E. Green vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

C. W. Bassett vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Savie 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Bee Gordon vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Bessie Grossman vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

A. B. Smith vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. February 18, 1908, dismissed. Closed. 

Albert 0. Stein vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. June 18, 1907, demurrer filed. 

H. C. Arnest vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

N. W. Harbine vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

A. *A. Baroteau vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Martha Gilman vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Caroline Knapp vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Norman M. Greene vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

M. R. Kuhn vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Max Mendelsohn vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. February 18, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed. 
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Margaret N. Barnett vs, W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-Oeneral, etc. 
Same county, natui^e of action and proceedings. Closed, 

E, B, Kessler vs. W. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. July 8, 1907, demurrer filed. 

Bessie O. FaVvey vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Edward D. Lake vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

A. B. Grossman vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. February 18, 1908, dismissed. Closed. 

John E. Dorry vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. July 8, 1907, demurrer filed. 

Maud T. A. Dorry vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

Peter B. Kyne vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, _ etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. 

H. B. Griffiths vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. August 17, 1908, judgment for defendant. 
Closed. 

G. W. Slater vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. February 4, 1908, dismissed. Closed. 

B. H. Adams et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Sacra- 
mento County, mandate to compel defendant to file articles of incorpora- 
tion. March 1, 1907, ordered that writ issue. Closed. 

B. H. Adams et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Closed. 

B. H. Adams et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Closed. 

B. H. Adams et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings. Closed. 

Boy L. Brooke et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. 
Same county and nature of action as above. April 4, 1907, ordered 
that writ issue. Closed. 

H. A. McClelland et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of State. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. Closed. 
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The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of J, P, 
Transue et al,, Building and Loan Commissioners, vs. Union Mutual 
Building and Loan Association et al. Los Angeles County, to declare 
the defendant corporation insolvent, to restrain from doing business 
and to appoint a receiver. October 19, 1907, judgment for plaintiff 
as prayed. Receiver appointed, George Mason. Closed, i 

Lauritzen & Company of San Francisco vs. The State. Sacramento 
County, to recover $28,828 for diverting the waters of the Sacramento 
River. May 12, 1908, demurrer to amended complaint filed. 

A. H. Abbott vs, J. A. M. Dowd. Monterey County, to determine 
right to purchase certain State lands. December 2, 1907, action dis- 
missed. Closed. 

Union Trust Company of San Francisco vs. All Persons and Truman 
Reeves, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco, to 
restore and quiet title. Judgment quieting title entered subject to 
claim of defendant Reeves. Closed. 

Martha A, Bedll vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco, mandate to compel defendant to file 
application of plaintiff to purchase State land. Demurrer filed. Dis- 
missed. Closed. 

Wilson Kinney vs. W. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Demurrer filed. Dismissed. 
Closed. 

Frances A. Alberger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etf>. 
Sacramento County, mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's 
application to purchase State land. March 26, 1908, dismissed. Closed. 

Charles A. Ligare vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. February 4, 1908, dis- 
missed. Closed. 

P. P. Hoin vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. Closed. 

George A. Norton vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. Closed. 

W. H. Wollard vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. Closed. 

Hattie N. Lake vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. January 21, 1908, dismissed. 
Closed. 
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The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. The California Safe Deposit and Trust Com- 
pq>ny et ah City and Comity of San Francisco, to declare defendant 
corporation insolvent, restrain from further business and appoint a 
receiver. January 14, 1908, judgment for plaintiff as prayed, Edward 
Le Breton appointed receiver. Closed, 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Citizens' State Bank et al. City and County 
of San Francisco. Same nature of action as above. January 31, 1908, 
judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Frank J. Symmes appointed receiver. 
Closed. 

The People of the State of , Calif ornia, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Occidental Trust and Savings Bank et al, 
Los Angeles County, same nature of action as above. February 8, 1908, 
judgment for plaintiff as prayed. N. Blackstock appointed receiver. 
Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. West Side Bank et al. Same county and 
nature of action as above. February 11, 1908, judgment for plaintiff 
as prayed. N. Blackstock and Charles H. Babcock appointed receivers. 
Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. California Bank et al. Alameda County. 
Same nature of action as above^ January 17, 1908, judgment for 
plaintiff as prayed. James P. Edhoff appointed receiver. Closed. 

_ The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Farmers and Merchants' Bank et al. Colusa 
County, same nature of action as above. On hearing it appearing that 
all of the liabilities of the bank were liquidated, ordered case dismissed. 
Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Citizens' Savings Bank of Long Beach et al. 
Los Angeles County, same nature of action as above. April 3, 1908, 
judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Frank M. Kelsey appointed receiver. 
Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Sutter Creek State Bank et al. Amador 
County, same nature of action as above. May 25, 1908, judgment for 
plaintiff as prayed. Frederick Eudey appointed receiver. Closed. 
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The Peiople of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Sank Commissioners, vs, Bapk of Greater San Francisco et al.- City 
and County of San Francisco, same nature of action as above. On 
hearing it was shown that all liabilities of the bank had been satisfied. 
Judgment for defendants. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. William Collins and Sons. Ventura County, 
same nature of case as above. March 30, 1908, judgment for plaintiff 
as prayed. J. C. Daily appointed receiver. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs. Bank of Calistoga et al. Napa County, same 
nature of action as above. September 3, 1908, judgment for plaintiff 
as prayed. Harry T. Johnson appointed receiver. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Bank Commissioners, vs\ Consolidated Bank of Los Angeles. Los 
Angeles County, same nature of action as above. September 7, 1908, 
answer of defendants filed. 

Clara Bea Hanna et al. vs. The State of California. Santa Clara 
County, to quiet title to certain property clouded by collateral inher- 
itance tax. February 11, 1908, demurrer filed. 

The People of the State of California vs. South Coast Land Company. 
San Diego County, to quiet title to certain parts in Del Mar. February 
10, 1908, answer filed. 

Vincent K. Butler et al. vs. The State of California. City and County 
of San Francisco, nature of action same as above. June 3, 1908, judg- 
ment for defendant. Closed. 

Napa Leather Company et al. vs. Charles F. Curry, as Secretary of 
State. Sacramento County, mandate to compel defendant to file articles 
of incorporation. March 24, 1908, demurrer filed. 

Virginia L. Roberts vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc, 
Sacramento County, mandate to compel defendant to allow plaintiff to 
inspect books about to be taken to Washington as evidence in land fraud 
cases. April 9, 1908, dismissed. Closed. 

Virginia L. Roberts vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco, same nature of action as above. 
April 8, 1908, application denied. Closed. 

County of Alameda vs. A, B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Alameda 
County, mandate to compel respondent to allow petitioner to retain 
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$62,235 proportionate State charge for collecting taxes for fifty-sixth, 
fifty-seventh, and fifth-eighth fiscal years. September 3, 1908, motion 
to dismiss submitted. 

D. A. Bender vs. W. 8, Kingsbury, as Surveyor-General, etc. Sac- 
ramento County, mandate to compel defendant to refer certain protests 
for trial in Superior Court. July 16, 1908, demurrer filed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Lawrence McGrath. Solano County, 
to escheat $500.52 to the State. August 3, 1908, judgment as prayed 
entered. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. The Pullman Company. 
City and County of San Francisco, to recover $36,519.33 delinquent 
taxes, attorneys' fees, and costs. September 4, 190i8, demurrer to com- 
plaint submitted. 

Dennis Filiphoni vs. Charles Keane. San Luis Obispo County, to 
enjoin defendant as State Veterinarian from interfering with one hun- 
dred and forty dairy cows. September 4, 1908, restraining order 
vacated. Closed. 
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CASES WHEREIN LEAVE HAS BEEN GRANTED TO SUE 
IN THE NAME OF THE PEOPLE. 



People, ex rel, James Booney vs. John J. Madigan. Solano County, 
to determine title ^to office of Mayor of the City of Vallejo. . May 2, 
1907, demurrer to complaint sustained. 

People, ex rel. John J. Mattos vs. John D. Mackenzie. City and 
County of San Francisco, to determine title to office of member of Board 
of State Harbor Commissioners in San Francisco. March 18, 1907. 
demurrer filed. 

People, ex rel. Q. W. Chapman vs. Sacramento Drainage District et 
al. Sacramento County, to have it determine that defendant is not a 
corporation and restrain it from collecting taxes. Demurrer to com- 
plaint sustained and action dismissed. Appealed to Supreme Court. 

People, ex rel. City of Sacramento vs. The Central Pacific Railroad 
Company et al. Sacramento County, to forfeit franchises and exclude 
defendants from use thereof. Removed to United States Circuit Court. 

People, ex rel. L. A. McConnell vs. City of Wilmington et al. Los 
Angeles County, to establish usurpation of rights as city of the sixth 
class and restrain from exercise thereof. Demurrer to complaint sus- 
tained. Judgment for defendants. Appealed to Supreme Court -AAigust 
13, 1907. Affirmed. 

People, ex rel. E. T. Scholler vs. City of Long Beach. Los Angeles 
County, to require defendant to show by what authority it exercises 
control over territory described in complaint and that it be excluded 
therefrom. Answer filed. 

People, ex rel. George H. Peck, vs. City of Los Angeles. Los Angeles 
County, to compel defendant to show by what authority it exercises 
municipal franchise over territory described in complaint and that it 
be excluded therefrom. August 1, 1907, judgment for defendant. 
Appealed to Supreme Court. Affirmed August 28, 1908. 

People, ex rel. J. B. Beaumont, vs. Town of Corning. Tehama 
County, to exclude pretended town from all corporate rights and 
dissolve pretended corporation. Complaint filed. 
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People, ex rel, Frank Mattison, vs. A. B, Nye. Sacramento County, 
to oust defendant from office of Controller and install Relator. 
Demurrer to complaint sustained. Judgment for defendant. Appealed 
to District Court of Appeal, Third District. Submitted. 

People, etc, ex rel, Jamtes Kelly, vs. Martinez and Contra Costa Bail- 
road Company. Contra Costa County, to forfeit a franchise. Judg- 
ment for defendant. 

People, ex rel. John P. Brown, vs. Pacific Grove High School. 
Monterey County, to determine that defendant is without authority to 
exercise functions of a high school district. March 20, 1908, leave to 
sue granted. 

People, ex rel. D. L. Thornburg, vs. George B. Albee. Humboldt 
County, to oust defendant from the office of Superintendent of Schools 
of Eureka School District. September 15, 1908, demurrer filed. 

People, etc., by U. 8. Webb, Attorney-General, vs. 8. W. B. Langdon. 
San Joaquin County, to oust defendant from the office of Health Officer 
of the City of Stockton. August 15, 1908, leave to sue granted. 

People of the State of California, ex rel. E. T. Vignolo, vs. August 
P. Warren. Stanislaus County, to oust defendant from the office of 
City Trustee of the City of Turlock. August 28, 1908, leave to sue 
granted. 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE SUPREME 



No. 



Defendant. 



County. 



Charge. 



Judgment 



Date. 



1274 

1292 
1300 
1350 
1367 

1370 
1371 

1377 
1378 
1381 
1382 
1388 
1393 
1398 
1402 
1403 
1411 
1417 
1418 
1423 
1426 
1439 

1440 

1449 

1468 
1470 
1479 
1480 
1486 
1487 



T. D. Conness ..- 

Joseph Clark 

Wm. Kauffman _ 
Frank Willard-. 
J. W. Finley 

Morris Buck 

W. M. Amer 

W. B. Bradbury _ 

Henry Smith 

Edw. Manasse... 

A. J. Grill 

J. W. Hower 

W. H. Ryan 

Elmer Helm 

Chas. Craig- 

Emma Le Uoux _ 
Delfine Albitre .. 
John Siemsen _._ 
Louis Dabner.--- 
Antone Besold _. 

T.J. Hart 

Chas. Carson 

Wra. Whalen 

Francis Quijada. 

Ed Silver 

A. C. Derwae 

Ham Tong 

Danl. F. Meskil . 
Cleveland Moore 
Antonio CipolJa _ 



Fresno 

San Francisco _ . 
San Francisco . . 

Mendocino 

Sacramento 

Los Angeles 

Madera 

Marin 

San Francisco . - 

Sacramento 

Sonoma 

Mariposa 

Plumas 

Fresno 

Sacramento 

San Joaquin 

Los Angeles 

San Francisco - . 
San Francisco .- 

Los Angeles 

Yuba 

Sacramento 

Sacramento 

Sacramento 

San Bemardino- 

San Joaquin 

Contra Cfosta 

Los Angeles 

Colusa 

Sacramento 



Placing wife in house of 

prostitution 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Assault, deadly weapon 

by prisoner 

Murder ,.. 

Embezzlement , 



Assault to commit rape... 

Murder _., 

Murder __. 

Murder 

Assault to murder 

Murder __. 

Murder 

Assault to murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Robbery 

Assault, deadly weapon 

by prisoner 

Obtaining money by false 

pretenses 

Assault, deadly weapon 

by prisoner 

Murder 

Burglary 

RobDery 

Murder 

Assault to rape 

Murder 



Feb. 17,'05 
May 27, '99 
Mar. 10, '03 
Feb. 3,'06 

Dec. 27, '05 
Mar. 24, '06 
April 18,'06 

Nov. 28,'04 
June 23,'05 
Aug. 18, '06 
Nov. 12,'06 
July 9, '07 
Oct. 23, '05 
July 16, '06 
April 17, '06 
Aug. 7,'06 
Mar. 16, '07 
Jan. 18,'07 
Jan. 18,'07 
Feb. 26,'07 
Dec. 6,'06 

Feb. 10, '06 

Nov. 13,'06 

Dec. 23, '05 
Dec. 7,'07 
Dec. 23, '07 
Aug. 13,'06 
Jan. 11, '08 



April 18, '08 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



43 



COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 



of Trial Court. 


Transcript 
Filed. 


Judgment of Supreme Court. 


Status of Appeal. 


Penalty. 


Date. 


Decision. 


6 years, San Quentin __ 

Life, San Quentin 

25 years, San Quentin _ 
Death . 


June 2, '05 
Aug. 25, '05 
Oct. 2,'05 
June 12,'06 

Aug. 23,'06 
Oct. 17, '06 
July 7,'06 

Feb. 9, '06 
Mar. 24,'06 
Jan. 12,'07 
Jan. 28,'07 
Aug. 2,'06 


Dec. 21,'06 
May 13, '07 
Nov. 27,'07 
Feb. 8,'07 

Feb. 13, '08 
Aug. 14, '07 
May 16,'07 

Aug. 14,'07 
Aug. 9, '07 
Feb. 8,'08 
Aug. 6,'07 
Aug. 12,07 
Nov. 29, '07 
Dec. 10, '07 
Sept. 19, '07 


Reversed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Order for new 
trial reversed 

Affirmed 

Reversed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Reversed 

Affirnaed 


Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 


Death . - 


See U. 8. Sup. Court. 
Closed. 


Death 


New trial ordered 

$150 fine - 


Closed. 
Closed. 


7 years, San Quentin ._ 
Death _ 


Closed. 
Closed. 


Death — _ 

8 years, San Quentin ._ 
14 years, San Quentin _ 
Death 


Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 


Mar. 27, '07 
Oct. 2, '06 
April 22, '07 
June 4, '07 
July 31,'0'? 
July 31,'07 
Sept. 11, '07 
Mar. 25, '07 

Nov. 23,'07 

April 17, '07 

.Tan. 28, '08 
Mar. 24,'08 
Jan. 25,'08 
Jan. 30,'08 
July 17,'08 
Mar. 25, '08 
Sept. 9,'08 


Closed. 


2 years, San Quentin __ 
Death 


Closed. 
Submitted. 


Death 


April 20, '08 
April 27, '08 
April 27, '08 


Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 


Closed. 


Death 


Closed. 


Death 


Closed. 


Life, San Quentin 


Submitted. 


4 years. San Quentin _. 
Death 


Mar. 16, '08 


Reversed 


Closed. 
Submitted. 


10 years, San Quentin _ 






Submitted. 


Death 


Aug. 31, '08 


Affirmed 


Closed. 


Death 


Submitted. 


3 years, San Quentin __ 
25 years, San Quentin. 






Submitted. 






Ready. 

Apprs brief due. 

Ready. 

Appt'^s brief due. 


Death _ 






10 years, San Quentin _ 






Death 













Note.— Cases in which the penalty is "Death" are original appeals to the Supreme Court. 
The other cases are rehearings from District Courts of Appeal. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS 

FIRST APPBL 



No. 



Defendant. 



County. 



Charge. 



Judgment 



Date. 



18 
44 
45 
48 
60 

54 
57 

68 
59 
64 



67 
68 
72 
73 

74 
75 

80 

82 

83 

88 

89 

90 

91 

94 

98 

100 

101 

104 

105 

107 

110 

111 

112 

113 

115 

116 

121 

128 

130 

131 

133 
137 
138 
142 
151 

144 
149 
150 
153 
152 
155 



Edw. Duncan — 

Jos. King 

Nicolas Crudo 

Adolph Steff ens 

W. B. Bradbury 

I. B. McMahill 

Henry Smith 

Thos. Beatty 

Carl Price 

J. L. White etal 

YeeFoo 

Cordelia Botkin 

Terence Pitts 

David Mitchell 

Fong Chung 

Geo. D. Collins- 

Wm. Bradbury 

Joseph Fosetti 

Geo. Meyers 

Wnf. H. Collins 

Dyer Hallam 

Ernest M. Chadwick _ 

Paul Priecke 

B. Whitelaw 

A. B. Garnett 

Percjr Pembroke 

Ho Sing 

Angelo Napoli 

Grant Trask 

Wm. Ortega 

J. B.Cowley 

Thos. .Johnson 

John F. Caulfield 

Chester H. Scobie 

Eugene E. Schmitz.-. 
J. V. Di Ryana et al. . 

Ah Lean 

Wm. Johnson 

Thos. Middlemiss 

Ham Tong 

Harry Finerty 

Louis Glass 

Ralph A. Huntington 
John Smith 

Saml. P. Wetzel 

Jos. Smith 

Geo. W. Laverty 

J. H. Russell 

John Hayes 

Prank Sid dinger 

Fred Miles 



San Francisco- Murder 

San Francisco-' Burglary 

San Francisco. Murder 

San Francisco- Fraudulent votihg- 
Marin ' Assault to rape 



Santa Clara-.. 
San Francisco- 



Embezzlement- 
Murder 



Santa Clara.-. Rape 

Santa Clara -_. Assault with deadly weapon 

San Francisco- j Obtaining money by false 

I pretenses 



Fresno 

San Francisco - 

Marin 

Alameda 

Santa Clara-.. 
San Francisco. 



Marin 

Fresno 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

Monterey 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

Alameda 

Contra Costa.. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
Santa Clara.-. 

Fresno 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
Santa Clara-.. 
San Francisco. 
Alameda 



Contra Costa- 



Fresno 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 



San Francisco. 
Santa Clara... 

Alameda 

Humboldt-- . 

Humboldt 

Alameda 



Murder 

Murder 

Assault to rob . 

Rape 

Rape 

Perjury 



Perjury 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Assault to rape 

Robbery 

Perjury 

Attempt to commit burglary 

Robbery 

Murder 

Robbery •_ 

Robbery ^_ 

Murder 

Robbery 

Robbery 

Grand larceny 

Forgery 

Rape 

Rape 

Extortion 

Forgery 

Rape - 

Assault to murder 

Obtaining money by false 

pretenses 

Robbery 1 



Robbery 

Bribery 

Murder 

Robbery 

Grand larceny . 



Murder 

Arson 

Uttering fraudulent check- 
Murder 

Murder 

Rape 



May 31,'02. 

Apr. 11,'03, 

Apr. 23, '04. 

Feb. 16/05- 

Nov. 28,'04- 

Nov. 20, '05- 
June 23,'05- 

Feb. 5,'06- 
Apr. 28, '05- 

Feb. 3.'06. 



Feb. 
Aug. 
Feb. 
Apr. 
Feb. 



19, '06- 
22, '04- 

7,'06- 
13,'06- 

5,'06_ 



Apr. 

Dec. 

Feb. 

Oct. 

Feb. 

Nov. 

Aug. 

Aug. 

Oct. 

Apr. 

Nov. 

May 

June 

June 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Dec. 

May 

July 

Oct. 

Feb. 

Feb. 



5,'06- 
17,'06- 

6,'06- 
31,'04- 
19, '07- 

2,'06. 

8,'06-. 

1,'03- 
18, '04. 
15,'07- 
26, '07- 
17,'07- 

7,'07- 
21,'07. 
29,'07- 
30, '07- 
21,'06- 
28,'07- 

8,'07- 
24,'06- 

5,'06- 
25, '07- 



June 10,'07i 
Aug. 13, '06- 

Jan. 6,'06- 
Sept. 4,'07- 
June 29, '07- 
June 26,'06. 
Sept. 29, '06- 

Oct. 24,'05. 
Feb. 14,'08_ 
Apr. 2,'08-. 
July 18,'07-. 
July 12, '07- 
Mar. 10,'08_. 
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OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

LATE DISTRICT. 



of Trial Court. 



Penalty. 



Transcript 
Filed. 



Judgement of Appellate 
Court. 



Date. 



Decision. 



Hearing by 

Supreme 

Court. 



Status of .Appeal. 



19yrs. Folsom 

20 yrs. Folsom 

Life, San Quentin _ 

3 yrs. San Quentin. 
$150 fine 

2 yrs. San Quentin. 
7 yrs. San Quentin. 

10 yrs. Folsom 

$700 fine 

Demurrer to indict- 
ment sustained- - 

Life, Folsom 

Life, San Quentin _ 
14 yrs. San Quentin 

6 yrs. San Quentin. 
10 yrs. San Quentin 

14 yrs. San Quentin 

1 yr. San Quentin _ 
18 yrs. San Quentin 
5 yrs. San Quentin. 

7 yrs. Folsom 

26 yrs. San Quentin 
10 yrs. San Quentin 
2iyrs. San Quentin 
Life, Folsom 

15 yrs. San Quentin 
10 yrs. San Quentin 
20 yrs. San Quentin 
17 yrs. San Quentin 

7 yrs. San Quentin. 

2 yrs. San Quentin. 

$500 fine 

1 yr. San Quentin. _ 
10 yrs. San Quentin 
5 yrs. San Quentin. 
5 yrs. San Quentin. 
5 yrs. San Quentin. 

8 yrs. San Quentin. 
10 yrs. San Quentin 

5 yrs. San Quentin. 
26 yrs. San Quentin 

50 yrs. San Quentin 
5 yrs. San Quentin. 

4 yra. San Quentin. 
60 yrs. Folsom 

5 yrs, San Quentin. 

17 yrs. San Quentin 
15 yrs. San Quentin 

6 yrs. San Quentin . 
20 yrs. San Quentin 
20 yrs. San Quentin 
35 yrs. Folsom 



July 27, '05 
Jan. 9,'06 
Jan. 9, '06 
Jan. 13, '06 
Feb. 9,'06 

Feb. 27,'06 
Mar. 24,'06 

Mar. 24, '06 
Mar. 24,'06 



Apr. 14,'06 
June 18, '06 
Feb. 28, '06 
July 20,'06 
Oct. 4, '06 
Oct. 5, '06 
Dec. 28, '06 

Feb. 12,'07 
Feb. 26,'07 
Mar. 7, '07 
Mar. 7,'07 
Apr. 8,'07 
Apr. 25,'07 
Apr. 30,'07 
Feb. 28. '06 
Mar. 34, '06 
June 28, '07 
July 8,'07 
July 18,'07 
July 18, '07 
July 26,'07 
Sept. 10, '07 
Sept. 18,'07 
Oct. 31,'07 
Oct. 31,'07 
Oct. 11, '07 
Oct. 17,'07 
Nov. 15,'07 
Dec. 17,'07 



Jan. 30, 
Jan. 30, 

Mar. 6, 
Mar. 20, 
Mar. 20, 
Apr. 21, 
May 1, 

May 13, 
May 27, 
May 28, 
May 26, 
June 16, 
July 14, 



Apr. 25,'08 
May 29,'08 
Feb. 24, '08 
Feb. 28, '07 
Nov. 23,'06 

Aug. 15,'06 
Nov. 21, '06 

Nov. 2l,'06 



Affirmed-. 
Affirmed-. 
Affirmed -- 
Appealdis. 
Reversed . 

Reversed - 
Affirmed - - 

Affirmed-. 



Denied- - 
Denied.. 



Granted... 

Denied — 
Granted--. 



Dec. 
Feb. 



10,'07 
4,'07 



Affirmed - 
Affirmed- 



Denied- 



Nov. 23,'06 
Feb. 20, '07 
May 27,'07 
Oct. 2, '07 



Affirmed _ 
Reversed 
Reversed 
Affirmed- 



Denied- - 



Mar. 3,'08 
June 4,'07 
June 1,'07 
Aug. 29,'07 
Aug.26,'07 
Aug. 26,'07 
Mar. 3,'08 



Affirmed. 
Affirmed - 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed _ 
Affirmed - 



Denied- 
Denied- 



Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 
Dec. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Dec. 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Jan. 
May 
Mar. 



9,'07 
11,'07 

4,'07 
11,'07 
29,'08 
31, '08 
17,'07 
11, '07 
11,'08 

9,'08 
29, '08 

3, '08 



Affirmed - 

Reversed 

Affirmed- 

Affirmed - 

Affirmed - 

Affirmed-. 

Reversed 

Affirmed - 

Affirmed- 

Reversed 

Affirmed. 

Reversed 



Denied. 
Denied . 
Denied - 
Denied. 



May 4,'08 
June 9, '08 

June30,'08 



Appealdis. 
Reversed - 

Affirmed-. 



GVanted 



Aug. 13, '09 



Affirmed _ 



Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Ready. 

Closed. 
Closed. 
Ready. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Writ of error, U. S. 

Supreme Court. 
Submitted. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Submitted. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Ready. 

Closed. 

See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Ready. 
Closed. 
Ready. 
Awaiting appt's 

brief. 
Ready. 
Ready. 
Ready. 
Ready. 
Ready. 
Ready. 



46 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



CRIMIlf AL CASES III THE DISTRICT COUBT 

SICOHD APPBL 



No. 



Defendant. 



County. 



Charge. 



Judgment 



Date. 



40 ■ Jos^ Melendrez- 

41 John Erwin 



44 

46 

47 
49 
51 



' Steve Harben. 
M. Ward 



56 
26 
56 
60 



64 
65 



67 
68 
70 
72 
73 

78 
84 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 

92 

93 

94 

95 
96 

97 

99 

102 

104 

105 

106 



Thos. Stokes 

H. M. Williamson. 
I John White - 



52 I Jos. Hines- 



Juan Gonzales ._- 

N. P. Davis 

C. F. McPherson . 
A. B. Carpenter . . 



Cornelias Bowman. 

Edward J. Ebey 

Leo Monreal 

Gertrude Morris 



Irving Ix>n|^ 

Gertrude Horton . 

Samuel Cain 

Wm. Mullen 

Harrison Oliver .. 
Antone Besold __. 



R. V. Borrego 

Manuel Silva 

W. H. Hutchingsetal. 
Crystobel Morley et al. 

John Williams 

Edwin Corey 

Jas. B. Claudius 



R. E. Soto- 



David Vasquez . 
Wm. R. Izler... 



J. H.Sheffield 

R. S. Lanterman . 



Chas. Patino .. 
F. A. Carlson _- 
H. S. Grinnell- 



Geo. W. Charles--. 
Dorothy Gorham.. 
Gilbert E. Collins . 



Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 

Los Angeles . 
Ventura 



Tulare 

Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 

Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 
Riverside 



S. Bernardino 

Riverside 

Los Aneeles .. 
Riverside 



Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 

Tulare 

Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 



Oran^ 

S. Luis Obispo 

Inyo 

Los Angeles _. 

Kern 

Los Angeles ._ 
Los Angeles .. 

S. Luis Obispo 

8. Luis Obispo 

Kern 



Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 



Orange 

Los Angeles . 
San Diego _-. 



Imperial 

Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles . 



Grand larceny Mar. 

Infamous crime against na- . 

ture 1 Apr. 

Passing fictitious bill < Mar. 

Obtaining property by false ( 

pretenses [ Aug. 

Robbery f June 

Murder Nov. 

Robbery July 

Obtaining money by false 

pretenses Sept. 

Rape « Sept. 

Attempted rape ; Dec. 

Forgery i Nov. 

Obtaining money by false ! 

pretenses ' May 

Assault to rape j June 

Burglary ! July 

Perjury ' May 

Sending letter to extort i 

money 1 July 

Robbery ' Aug. 

Grand larceny May 

Grand larceny July 

Manslaughter Aug. 

Grand larceny July 

Murder Pea. 



Murder ! 

Adultery 

Grand larceny 

Arson - 

Burglary 

Rape 

Abducting minor for pros- 
titution 

Rape 



Rape 1 

Assault to murder _ 



Rape. 

Fraudulent claim against 

county 

Grand larceny 

Embezzlement 

Lewd act 



Robbery 

Passing fictitious check- 
Forgery 



28,*06„ 

16/06.. 
9,'06.. 

17/06.. 

5/06- 

25/06- 

'04- 

27/06- 

27/06- 

7/06- 

10/06- 

28/07- 
13/07.- 
13/07- 

29/07- 

22/07- 
25/06- 
15/07- 
15/07- 
5/07- 
U/07- 
25/07- 



Oct. 24/07- 
Feb. 20/08.. 
Aug. 29/06- 
Dec. 7/07- 
Jan. 13/08— 
Jan. 13/08- 

Dec. 13/07- 
Peb. 7/08-. 

Dec. 16/07- 

Peb. 10/08-. 

Feb. 1/08- 



Apr. 
Apr. 
Mar. 
Mar. 

May 

May 

May 



22/08- 
17/08- 
28/08- 
25/08- 

15/08- 

14/08- 

3/08- 



REPORT OF ATTOBNEY-GENBRAIi. 



47 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

LATE DISTRICT. 



of Trial Court. 


Transcript 
Piled. 


Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 


Hearing by 

Supreme 

Coart. 


Status of Appeal. 


Penalty. 


Date. 


Decision. 


7 yrs. Folsom 

3 yrs. Folsom 

2 yrs. San Quentin 

3 yrs. San Quentin 

18 yrs. Folsom 

20 yrs. San Quentin 
25 yrs. San Quentin 

1 vr. Folsom 


July 6/06 

July 14/06 
Aug. 6/06 

Sept. 6/06 
Sept. 26/06 
Oct. 13/06 
Mar. 1/06 

Jan. 2/06 
Mar. 7/07 
Apr. 2/07 
Apr. 24/07 

June 12/07 


Nov. 9/06 

Nov. 9/06 
Feb. 18/07 

Feb. 18/07 
Mar. 18/07 
Aug. 31/07 
Apr. 3/07 

Feb. 27/07 
Aug. 20/07 
Aug. 17/07 
Aug. 31/07 

Aug. 17/07 
Nov. 9/07 
Nov. 15/07 
Oct. 30/07 

Dec. 3/07 


Affirmed. - 




Closed. 


Affirmed-. 




Closed. 


Affirmed -- 




Closed. 


Affirmed.. 




Closed. 


Affirmed- - 
Reversed _ 
Affirmed -- 


Denied 


Closed. 
Closed. 




Closed. 


Affirmed-- 




Closed. 


10' yrs. Folsom 

5 yrs. San Quentin 
10 yrs. San Quentin 


Reversed _ 
Affirmed.. 




Closed. 




Closed. 


Affirmed-. 




Closed. 


Reversed _ 
Affirmed . 




Closed. 


14 yrs. Folsom 




Closed. 


3 yrs. San Quentin 
10 yrs. San Quentin 

1 yr. San Quentin _ 




Reversed . 
Affirmed. - 


Denied 


Closed. 


July 27/07 

Aug. 16/08 
Nov. 20/07 
Aug. 23/07 
Aug. 28/07 
Nov. 9/07 
Nov. 15/07 
Sept. 11/07 

Dec. 24/07 
Mar. 13/08 
Nov. 1/07 
Mar. 19/08 
Apr. 9/08 
Apr. 15/08 

Apr. 20/08 
Apr. 27/08 

Mar. 30/08 

May 16/08 

May 20/08 

May 27/08 
June 3/08 
June 9/08 
June 26/08 

July 8/08 

Aug. 8/08 

Aug. 17/08 


Closed. 


Affirmed- - 




Closed. 


10 yrs. San Quentin 
7 yrs. Folsom 


Reversed . 
Affirmed 




Closed. 


Nov. 21/07 
Dec. 12/07 
Feb. 6/08 
Feb. 25/08 
Feb. 21/08 

Feb. 28/08 
June 5/08 
July 16/08 
June 19/08 
Aug. 6/08 
Sept. 6/08 

Aug. 7/08 




Closed. 


1 yr. San Quentin _ 
5 yrs. Folsom 


Affirmed- 
Affirmed 


Denied 


Closed. 
Closed. 


7 yrs. San Quentin 
Life, San Quentin . 

10 yrs. San Quentin 


Affirmed 




Closed. 


Reversed . 

Reversed . 
Affirmed 


Granted __ 


See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 


$600 fine 




Closed. 


3 yrs Folsom 


Affirmed 




Closed. 


3 yrs. San Quentin 
5 yrs. San Quentin 


Affirmed.. 
Affirmed 


Denied-— 


Closed. 
Closed. 


5 yrs. San Quentin 


Reversed _ 
Affirmed 


Pet'n filed 




5 yrs. San Quentin 


Closed. 


20 yrs- San Quentin 






Awaiting appel- 
lant's brief: 
Awaiting respond- 


15 yrs. San Quentin 








2 yrs. San Quentin 


Aug. 8/08 


Affirmed __ 




ent's brief. 
Closed. 


10 yrs. San Quentin 






Readv. 


1 yr. San Quentin _ 








Ready. 


10 yrs. San Quentin 








Ready. 


5 yrs. San Quentin 


Sept. 8/08 


Affirmed 




Closed. 


1 yr. San Quentin . 






Awaiting respond- 


12 yrs. San Quentin 








ent's brief. 

Awaiting respond- 
ent's brief. 

Awaiting respond- 
ent's brief. 

Awaiting appel- 
lant's brief. 


1^ yrs. San Quentin 








3 yrs. San Quentin 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

THIRD APPEL 



No. 



Defendant. 



County. 



Charge. 



Judgment 



Date. 



27 

28 



29 
30 



31 
32 
33 

35 
37 
38 
39 
42 
44 



45 
46 
50 
51 
52 
56 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
63 

64 
65 
69 
71 

73 

74 

76 

77 
78 

81 

80 



W. H. Ryan 

Fred Sciaroni et al.. : 
Palermo L. and W. Co. 

A. Fernandez 

W. M. Amer 

H. Wright 

Ghas. O^Brien 

J. W. Hower 

Amadeo Bianchino--- 

Philip James -•- 

W. E. Swain 

John Solani 

Walter Silvers. 

Wm. Whalen 

Yun Kee 

Dick Bill 

0. J. Robertson 

-Stephen Qaimby 

E. J. Emmons 

Harrv Moltais 

W. M. Amer 

R. S. Thompson 

Frank Kelly 

R. B. Maughs 

H. C. Simmons 

H. C. Simmons 

A. C. Derwae- 

Ed Shaw 

Nemo Russo et al 

O. C. Gregory 

W. G. Coombs 

Cornelius O'Brian 

Americo Baldocchi 

Juan Perez _._ 

Antone Montano 

Chas. Higgins 

Luther Everett 

Frank Lewis 



Plumas. 

Calaveras 

Butte 

Merced 

Madera 

Butte 

Sacramento- - 
Mariposa 

Tuolumne -._ 
Sacramento- _ 

Tehama . 

Sonoma 

Sutter 

Sacramento - - 



Sacramento--- 

Sonoma 

Tuolumne 

Mariposa 

Sacramento- -- 

Siskiyou 

Madera 

Tuolumne 

Lassen 

Merced 

Mendocino --_ 
Mendocino _-_ 
San Joaquin _. 

Butte 

Solano 

Tehama 

Plumas 

Sacramento - 
Mpndocino - 

Merced 

Merced 

Sonoma 

Calaveras.-. 

Sonoma 



Murder . 



Exploding dynamite In mine, 

Refusing to sell water 

Assault to rape 

Embezzlement 



Murder 

Murder 

Assault to murder. 



Oct. 23, '05. 

Nov. 16/05- 

Oct. 17,'05. 

Mar. 19, '06. 

Apr. 18,'06- 



Nov. 29, '05- 
May 3, '06. 
July 9,'06.. 



Rape 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Murder 

Arson ^ 

Obtaining money by false 
pretenses _- 



Robbery 

Murder 

Embezzlement-. 

Murder 

Receiving bribe- 
Grand larceny _^ 
Embezzlement-. 
Assault to rape _ 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Burglary 



Jan. 25, '06- 



Mar. 27,'06- 
Nov. 20,'06- 

Nov. 13, '06- 



Grand larceny- 
Illegal fishing _ 

Lewd act 

Perjury.-. 



Embezzlement- 
Murder 



Jan. 


3,'07. 


Feb. 


19,'07. 


Mar. 


9,'07. 


May 


1,'07- 


Oct. 


31,'05. 


Mar. 


16,'07- 


June 28,'07. 


Oct. 


12,'07. 


Aug. 


1,'07. 


Dec* 


24,'06. 


Oct. 


2,'06. 


Oct. 


2,'06. 


Dec. 


23,'07. 


Dec. 


16,'07. 


Dec. 


1,'08. 


Jan. 


3,'08 


Feb. 


17,'08 


Feb. 


4,'08 


Mar. 


2,'08 



Robbery - 
Robbery - 
Burglary 



Assault to rape . 
Rape 



Mar. 23,'07- 
Mar. 23, '07- 
Jan. 20, '08- 

Mar. 9,'08- 

June 1,'08: 
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OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

LATE DISTRICT. 



of Trial Court. 



Penally. 



Transcript 
Filed. 



Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 



Date. Decision. 



Hearing by 

Supreme 

Court. 



Status of Appeal. 



14 yrs. San Quentin 

5 yra. San Quentin 

$100 fine 

6 yrs. San Qaentin 

Order granting 

new tnal 



8 vrs. San Qaentin 
Life, San Quentin— 
"8 yrs. San Quentin 

30 yrs. San Quentin 
10 yrs. San Quentin 

ISdOfine- -_- 

10 yrs. San Quentin 
10 yrs. San Quentin 

10 yrs. San Quentin 

5 yrs. Folsom 

25 yrs. San Quentin 

4 yrs. San Quentin 
14 yrs. San Quentin 



4 yrs. San Quentin 

9 yrs. San Quentin 

90 da., County Jail 

16 vrs. San Quentin 

Life, San Quentin.. 

Life, Folsom 

Life, Folsom 

2 yrs. San Quentin 

1 yr. San Quentin. . 

$260 fine 

10 yrs. San Quentin 
Information set 

aside 

10 vrs. Folsom 

Life, San Quentin.. 



Life, Folsom 

Life, Folsom 

6 yrs. San Quentin 

1 yr. San Quentin.. 

20 yrs. San Quentin 



Feb. 17,'08 

May 2, '06 
May 3,'06 
June 3,*06 

July 6, '06 

July 7,'06 
July 16, '06 
Aug. 2, '06 

Oct. 19,'06 
Dec. 19, '06 
Feb. 6, '07 
Feb. 16,'07 
Apr. 3, '07 

Apr. 17,'07 

Apr. 23,'07 
Apr. 25,'07 
June29,'07 
June 10, '07 
Aug. 7,'07 
Aug. 30, '07 
Oct. 28,'07 
31, '07 
4,'07 
7,'07 
4, '07 
21,'07 
26,'08 



Oct 

Nov, 

Nov, 

Mar, 

Oct. 

Jan. 



Feb. 18,'08 
Feb. 21,'08 
Mar. 16,'08 

Apr. 25,'08 
May 15,'08 
May 16,'08 

Junel9,'08 
Junel9,'08 
Aug. 4, '08 

Sept. 2,'08 



Feb. 8, '07 

Jan. 22, '07 
Jan. 31,'07 
Sept.26,'06 

May 16, '07 

Jan. 25, '07 
Feb. 1,'07 
Jan. 23, '07 

May 28,'07 
Apr. 23, '07 
Apr. 22,'07 
Julyll,'07 
July 2,'07 

Oct. 24,'07 

Apr. 11,'07 
Sept23,'07 
Oct. 2,'07 
Oct. 1,'07 
Mar. 12, '08 
Dec. 14,'07 
Apr. 17,'08 
Feb. 28,'08 
Feb. 17, '08 
Apr.l5,'08 
Feb. 17,'08 
Feb. 17,'08 
Apr. 11,'08 

Junel8,'08 
Aug.l5,'08 
Sept. 9, '08 



Reversed - 
Reversed- 
Reversed- 
Reversed. 



Granted... 



Denied - 



AflSrmed-. 

AflSrmed.. 
Affirmed.. 
Reversed. 

Affirmed.. 
Affirmed. - 
Affirmed-. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed.. 

Affirmed. - 

Affirmed — 
Appeal dis 
Affirmed - - 
Affirm ed.- 
Affirmed- 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed - 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed - 
Affirmed_ 
Affirmed— 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed.. 

Appeal dis. 
Aflarmed.. 
Affirmed. - 



Granted. 



Granted.. 

Denied— 
Denied- _. 



Denied 

Granted- — 



Denied. - 
Denied-. 



Denied... 



Denied-.- 



Denied- - 
Denied-- 
Granted- 



Aug.l5,'08 



Affirmed - 



See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 

See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 

See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
See Supreme Court 

cases. 
Closed. 
Closed. 
Closed. 

Ready. 

Closed. 

Awaiting appel- 
lant's brief. 

Ready. 

Ready. 

Awaiting respond- 
ent's brief. 

Awaiting appel- 
lant's brief. 

Awaiting respond- 
ent's brief. 
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BEPOET OF ATTORNEY-GENBBAIi. 



FINANCIAL STATEMENT. 



FIFTT-BICHTH PISCAL TEAR. 



~- 


Appropria- 


Amount 
Expended. 


Balance. 


Contingent Fund. 

Balance from fifty -seventh fiscal year- __ _ 


$0 75 
1,700 00 






Appropriation for fifty-eighth fiscal year 






Amount expended during fifty-eighth fiscal year- 


. $1,700 33 


$0 42 




$1 66 
600 00 




Traveling Fund. 

Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year.. _- 






AnnroDriation for tiftv-eierhth fiscal vear 






Amount expended during fifty-eighth fiscal year... 


$429 16 


$72 60 


Costs of Suits Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-eighth fiscal year 


$2,000 00 






Amount expended during fifty-eighth fiscal year..- 


$1,914 65 


$86 35 


Library Fund. 

Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year. _ - 


$61 45 
600 00 


- 




Appropriation for fifty-eighth fiscal year 






Amount expended during fifty-eighth fiscal year.-. 


$560 60 


$0 85 


■ Rent Fund. 

Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 


$66 00 
.1,800 00 


/ 




Appropriation for fifty-eighth fiscal year -_ 






Amount expended during fifty-eighth fiscal year... 


$1,832 50 


$32 60 


Printing Fund. 
Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 


$348 50 
3,000 00 






Appropriation for fifty-eighth fiscal year _ 






Amount expended during fifty-eighth fiscal year 


$2,877 76 


$470 75 









FIFTY-NINTH FISCAL YEAR. 






Contingent Fund. 
Appropriation for fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$1,700 00 






Amount expended during fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$1,699 86 


$0 15 


Traveling Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-ninth fiscal year- - __ - 


$600 00 






Amount expended during fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$488 98 


$11 02 


Costs of Suits Fund. 
Appropriation for fifty-ninth fiscal year„ __ 


$2,000 00 






Amount expended during fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$998 22 


$1,001 78 


Library Fund. 

AnnroDriation for fiftv-ninth fiscal vear 


$600 00 






Amount expended during fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$497 72 


$2 28 


Rent Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$2,100 00 






Amount expended during fifty-ninth fiscal year 


$2,052 50 


$47 50 


Printing Fund. 

Annronriation for fiftv-ninth fiscal vear 


$3,000 00 






Amount exnended durinc fiftv-ninth fiscal vear _ _ 


$2,616 75 


$483 26 
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STATEMENT OF SPECIAL FIENDS, CREATED BY ACT OF THE 
LEGISLATURE, APPROVED JUNE 14, 1906. 





Appropria- 
tion. 


Amount 
Expended. 


Balance. 


Contingent Fund. 
Created by an Act of the Legislature, entitled '*An 
Act makine an appropriation for the contingent 
expenses of the office of Attorney-General, '^ap- 
proved June 14, 1906 . 


$2,000 00 


$1,727 00 


$273 00 


Law Book Fund. 

Created by an Act of the Legislature, entitled "An 
Act making an appropriation for the purchase of 
law books for the Attorney-General/' approved 
June 14, 1906 


$6,000 00 


$4,960 74 


$39 26 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS FOR THE TWO YEARS 
ENDING JUNE 80, 1908. 



CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS (FELONIES) IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS. 





District Attorney. 
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Everett J. Brown 
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17,117 

11, '^00 

T,:'67 

1^,146 

^.108 

>>:m 
:r,>62 

■■,150 
27.504 

111 30 

4,:77 

11.J80 

■.1,-71 
'1.017 

■l,:-.ll 

17iH/.!98 

■..:64 
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1,^20 

: 165 

15 

76 
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67 


46 


47 


198 


22 




151 


50 
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1 


9 


Amador 


C.P. Vicini 

LonBond 

James Keith 

Seth Millington. 
H. V. Alvarado.. 
Geo. W. Howe... 
G. H. Thompson. 
D.S. Church. . . 

C.F. Purkitt 

OttoC. Gregor... 
J. M. Eshelman.. 
Wm. D. Dehy .... 
J. W. P. Laird... 
J. L.C.Irwin.... 
C. M. Crawford .. 
R.M.Rankin.... 
J. D. Fredericks . 
G.G. Goucher.... 
Thos. P. Boyd ... 

J.A.Adair 

Robert Duncan . 

H.S. Shaffer 

F. M. Jamison .. 
Pat. R. Parker . 

J. A. Bardin 

Frank M.Silva... 

Geo. L.Jones 

S.M.Davis 

Chas. A. Tuttle.. 

M.C.Kerr 

Lyman Evans.... 
E. S. Wachhorst . 

H.W.Scott 

H.L. Dickson .... 
Lewis R. Kirby.. 
W. H. Latagdon.. 
Geo. F. McNoble- 
Albert Nelson ... 
Jos. J. Bullock .. 

W. S. Day 

Arthur M. Free .. 
Benj. K. Knight. 
W. D. Tillotson.. 
W.L Redding... 

C.J. Luttrell 

Jos. M.Raines... 
Clarence F. Lea.. 
L. J. Maddux .... 

L.Schillig 

W.A. Fish 

D.J.Hall 

Dan'l McFadzean 
E. W. Holland... 
Don.C. Bowker.. 
W. A.Anderson.. 
Fred H.Greeley.. 


14 
95 
10 
18 
63 
31 
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7 
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29 
12 
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3 
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6 
58 
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17 
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28 
24 
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27 

4 
41 

6 
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12 
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Los Angeles . 
Madera 
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3 
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73 
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3 

16 
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Placer 

Plumas 


4 
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9 
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Riverside .. 






Sacramento . 






San Benito .. 
San Ber'dino 
San Diego..-. 

San Fran 

San Joaquin. 
San L. Obispo 
San Mateo . 


1 
3 
15 
93 
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1 
2 

6 

1 


"14 
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Santa B'bara 


8 
8 
6 

1 






Santa Clara.. 
Santa Cruz .. 

Shasta 

Sierra 


2 
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Siskiyou 

Solano 

Sonoma 


1 
6 
2 


1 

8 

13 

11 


10 
31 
23 
18 

4 
19 

8 
42 

3 
33 
15 
19 


.. .. 

3 
1 

"3" 

1 
6 


.... 


3 
2 
11 

1 


..... 


... 




Stanislaus 








Sutter 








Tehama 


5 

"""2" 
5 
8 

..... 


8 

3 

2 

1 6 

1 14 

1 ^^ 


1 

""b 
2 
8 
2 








Trinity 

Tulare 


1 










Tuolumne 








Ventura 


..... 


.... 








Yolo . 


1 






Yuba 
















Totals 


4228 


742 


371 


928 
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251 


16 


1816 
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26 


28 











INDEX TO CASES. 



Page. 

Abbott vs. Dowd _ 36 

Adams vs. Curry (4 cases) 35 

Ah Liean, People vs 44 

Alameda County, Casserly vs 22 

Alameda County vs. Nye 38 

Alberger vs. Kingsbury 24 

Albeiger vs. Kingsbury 32 

Alberger vs. Kingsbury 36 

Albertsen vs. Kingsbury 33 

Albitre, People vs 42 

Amer, People vs.-_^ 42, 48 

Amer, People vs 48 

Arnest vs. Kingsbury 34 

Baldocchi, People vs 48 

Ballinger, State vs 30 

Bank of Calistoga, People vs 38 

Bank of Greater San Francisco, Peo- 
ple vs 38 

Bank of San Luis Obispo, People vs.__ 22 

Barnett vs. Kingsbury 35 

Baroteau vs. Kingsbury 34 

Bassett vs. Kingsbury 34 

Beall vs. Kingsbury 36 

Beatty, People vs : 44 

Becker vs. Nye 25 

Bender vs. Kingsbury 39 

Bernhard vs. Woods 26 

Besold, People vs 42, 46 

Bianchino, People vs 48 

Bidwell vs. Woods-_-_ 33 

Bill, People vs 48 

Billig, Estate of... 31 

Blosa Land and Cattle Co. vs. State. _ 30 

Board of Education vs. Hyatt 22 

Boca Mill Co. vs. Curry 23 

Boiseuillet vs. Woods 26 

Bolton vs. Woods 26 

Bondshu, Murphy vs 24 

Borrego, People vs 46 

Botkin, People vs 44 

Bowen, Estate of 22 

Bowman, People vs. 46 

Bradbury, People vs. 42, 44 

Bradbury, People vs 44 

Bruce, Estate of 30 

Brook vs. Curry 35 

Buck, People vs 42 

Burke, Savings and Loan Society vs.. 21 
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Bush vs. Woods 27 

Bush vs. Nye 24 

Butler vs. State__ 38 

Butte County vs. Gage 2(> 

Bunzel vs. Kingsbury 32 

Cain, People vs 46 

California Bank, People vs. 37 

California Bond Corp., People vs 28 

California Powder Works, People vs.. 27 
California Safe Deposit and Trust 

Co., People vs 37 

Carlson, People vs » 46 

Carpenter, People vs 46 

Carson, People vs 42 

Casserly vs. Alameda County 22 

Caulfield, People vs 44 

Central Trust Co., State vs 28 

Chadwick, People vs 44 

Charles, People vs. 46 

Chicago Home Building Co., People vs. 29 

Christ vs. Woods ___J 27 

Christeson vs. Woods 27 

Cipolla, People vs 42 

Citizens' State Bank, People vs 37 

Citizens' Savings Bank of Long Beach, 

People vs. : 37 

Clark, People vs. 42 

Claudius, People vs 46 

Cofed, Godeau vs 29 

Colgan, United Railroads of S. F. vs._ 20 

Collins, People vs 18, 44 

Collins, People vs 46 

Collins & Sons, People vs 38 

Commercial I'nion Assurance Co. vs. 

W^olf 24 

Conness, People vs 42 

Consolidated Bank of L. A., People vs. 38 

Coombs, People vs. 48 

Corey, People vs 46 

Cornell, San Diego Realty Co. vs 20 

Cowley, People vs 44 

Craig, People vs _ 42 

Crittenden, Silver vs 29 

Crittenden, Silver vs 30 

Crow vs. Curry 29 

Crudo, People vs.__ 44 

Curry, Adams vs. (4 cases) 35 

Curry, Boca Mill Co., vs 23 
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Curry, Brook vs 35 

Curry, Crow vs 29 

Curry, Grand Trunk Western Ry. vs.. 19 

Curry, McClelland vs 35 

Curry, Napa Leather Co. vs 38 

Curry, Needham vs. 29 

Curry, Pacific Syndicate Co. vs 29 

Curry, Rosenthal & Co. vs 21 

Curry, Thorp vs 29 

Dabner, People vs.-. _ 42 

Davis, People vs 46 

De Groff vs. Kingsbury. 32 

De Lanza vs. Woods 27 

Depauli, Mono County vs 23. 

Derwae, People vs 42, 48 

Devlin, Dunahoo vs 30 

Dickenson vs. Kingsbury 25 

Dickson vs. Kingsbury 30 

Di Ryana, People vs 44 

Dorry vs. Kingsbury 35 

Dorry vs. Kingsbury 35 

Dowd, Abbott vs 36 

Driesbach vs. Woods .._ 27 

Dunahoo vs. Devlin.. 30 

Duncan, People vs 44 
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Eavey vs. Woods ._ 33 
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ple vs. 37 

Faulkner vs. Woods 33 

Fernandez, People vs 48 

Piliphoni vs. Keane 39 

Fillmore vs. Kingsbury 33 

Fillmore vs. Kingsbury 34 
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Finley, People vs 18 

Finley, People vs 42 

Fitts, People vs 44 

Fitzgerald, Sacramento Elec, Gas and 

Ry. Co. vs 22 
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Gage, San Luis Obispo County vs 26 
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Garnett, People vs 44 
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Kingsbury, Dickson vs. _ 30 

Kingsbury, Dorry vs 35 

Kingsbury, Dorry vs 35 

Kingsbury, Eastin vs.-_ 32 

Kingsbury, Falvey vs 35 

Kingsbury, Fillmore vs. ___^_ 33 

Kingsbury, Fillmore vs 34 

Kingsbury, Gilman vs _ ___ 34 

Kingsbury, Goodenough vs.-_ ___ 33 

Kingsbury, Gordon vs 33 

Kingsbury, Gordon vs.. 34 

Kingsbury, Green vs _ 34 

Kingsbury, Greene vs ___ 34 

Kingsbury, Griffiths vs _- 35 

Kingsbury, Grossman vs 34 

Kingsbury, Grossman vs. 35 

Kingsbury, Harbine vs 34 

Kingsbury, Head vs _ ___ 34 

Kingsbury, Henshall vs _._ 32 

Kingsbury, Hoin vs 33 

Kingsbury, Hoin vs _ 36 

Kingsbury, Jenny vs 32 

Kingsbury, Kessler vs _ __ 35 

Kingsbury, Kinney ys- 36 

Kingsbury, Knapp vs 34 

Kingsbury, Kuhn vs 34 

Kingsbury, Kyne vs.. 35 

Kingsbury, Lake vs. -_ _._ 34 

Kingsbury, Liake vs _ _ 35 

Kingsbury, Lake vs 36 

Kingsbury, Lane vs 33 

Kingsbury, Ligare vs _ 36 

Kingsbury, Lobb vs 32 

Kingsbury, Mendelsohn vs. 34 

Kingsbury, Messenger vs 25 



Pagb^ 

Kingsbury, McGill vs 33 
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Mono County vs. Deyauli 23 

Monreal, People vs 46 

Montano, People vs 48 

Mooi?e, People vs - 42 

Morley, People vs. _-_ 46 

Morris, People vs __. 46 

Muir vs. United States 19 

Mullen, People vs 46 

Murphy vs. Bondshu— 24 

Napa Leather Co. vs. Curry 38 

Napoli, People vs 44 

Needham vs. Curry _ 29 

Nelson vs. Kingsbury 32 

Nickel, People vs. _ 30 

North American Trust Co., People vs. 30 

Norton vs. Kingsbury... 36 

Nye, Alameda County vs 38 

Nye, Becker vs 25 

Nye, Bush vs --. 24 

Nye, Lukens vs _ 24 

Nye, Pullman Co. vs 19 

Nye, Raabe vs 30 

Nye, Wessling vs : 24 

Nye, Women's Relief Corps Home 
Ass'n vs. 25 

O'Brian, People vs 48 

O'Brien, People vs 48 

Occidental Trust and Savings Bank. 

People vs 37 

Oliver, People vs 46 

Ortega, People vs 44 

Otis vs. Woods 31 

Pacific S. L. A. Co., Engwicht vs 20 

Pacific Syndicate Co. vs. Curry 29 

Palermo Land and Water Co., People 

vs. 48 

Pardee, Lake County vs _ 27 

Pardee, Maxwe*ll vs 28 

Patino, People vs... 46 

Pembroke, People vs _ 44 
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Pterez, People vs 48 

Pfeiflfer' vs. Kingsbury — _ _ 30 

Pioneer Realty Co., People vs 28 

Pladwell vs. Kingsbury 32 

Price, People vs 44 

Protective" S. M. B. and L. Ass'n, 

People vs 31 

Pullman Company, People vs. 39 

Pullman Company vs. Nye 19 

Quijada, People vs 42 

Quimby, People vs : 48 

Raabe vs. Nye... 30 

Ramm vs. Kingsbury _ 32 

Reeves, L'nited Railroads vs •_ 28 

Roberts vs. Kingsbury (2 cases) 38 

Robertson, People vs __ 48 

Rosenthal & Co. vs. Curry 21 

Russell, People vs 44 

Russell vs. State 28 

Russo, et al., People vs._ _ 48 

Ryan, People vs 42 

Ryan, People vs 48 

Sacramento Elec, Gas and Ry. Co. 

vs. Fitzgerald 22 

Sacramento Elec, (Jas and Ry. Co., 

State vs 22 

San Diego County, Marron vs 24 

San Diego Realty Co. vs. Cornell 20 

San Luis Obispo County vs. Gage 26 

Santa Clara County vs. State.. 28 

Savings and Loan Society vs. Burke.. 21 

Schmahl vs. Woods 26 

Schmitz, People vs 44 

Sciaroni, et al., People vs 48 

Scobie, People vs 44 

Shaw. People vs 48 

Shaw vs. Woods. __ 31 

Shaw vs. Woods 33 

Sheffield, People vs 46 

Sidelinger, People vs 44 

Siemsen, People vs 42 

Silva, People vs. 46 

Silver vs. Crittenden 29 

Silver vs. Crittenden 30 

Silver, People vs 42 

Silvers, People vs 48 

Simmons, People vs. 48 

Simmons, People vs. . 48 

Sims, Estate of .1 23 

Sisson, Tehama County vs 21 

Slater vs. Kingsbury 35 

Smith, Henry, People vs 42, 44 

Smith, John, People vs 44 

Smith, Joseph, People vs 44 
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Smith vs. Kingsbury 34 

Smith, E. L., vs. Woods 27 

Smith, L. E., vs. Woods ; 

Solani, People vs _ 48 

Soto, People vs _ 46 

South Coast Land Co., People vs 38 

Southern Pacific Co., Western Pacific 

Ry. Co. vs.- _- 19 

Stackpole vs. Woods 31 

Staples vs. Kingsbury 33 

State of Cal. M. B. and L. Ass'n, Peo- 
ple vs _. •__ 29 

Stauffacher vs. State 31 

Steffens, People vs 44 

Stein vs. Kingsbury 34 

Stokes, People vs., 46 

Strehl vs. Kingsbury.:. 32 

Sutro, Estate of 20 

Sutter Creek State Bank, People vs.. 37 
Swain, People vs _ 48 

Talbot vs. Kingsbury 32 

Tehama County vs. Sisson 21 

Thompson vs. People 30 

Thompson, People vs 48 

Thorp vs. Curry-_.:_ ___ 29 

Title Guaranty and Trust Co. vs. Los 

Angeles County 24 

Title and Document Restoration Co. 

vs. All Persons 31 

Trask, People vs 44 

Tripp vs. Woods 31 

Tucker vs. Kingsbury 32 

Union Mutual B. and L. Ass'n, Peo- 
ple vs 36 

Union Trust Co. vs. All Persons 36 

Union Trust Co. vs. State 28 

Union Trust Co. vs. State.. 28 

United Railroads vs. Colgan 20 

United Railroads vs. Reeves 28 

United States, Muir vs 19 

United States vs. State 19 

Vallejo, Benicia and N. V. R. Co. vs. 

State 27 

Vasquez, People vs 46 

Ward, People vs 46 

Webb, Lamb vs 21 

Webb vs. Woods 31 

Wells, Fargo & Co., People vs 27 

West Side Bank, People vs 37 

Wessling vs. Nye .— 24 



Page. 
Western Pacific Ry. Co. vs. Southern , 

Pacific - - 19 

Wetzel, People vs 44 

Whalen, People vs ..42, 48 

Whalen, People vs _ _. 48* 

White, People vs 44 

White, People vs 46 

Whitelaw, People vs 44 

Whitham vs. Woods 27 

Whittell vs. State 28 

Willard, People vs 42 

Williams, People vs _.- 46 

Williamson, People vs 46 

Wolf, commercial Union Assurance 

Co. vs 24 

Wollard vs. Kingsbury.. 36 

Women's Relief Corps Home Ass'n 

vs. Nye 25 

Woodworth, People vs. (2 cases) 29 

Woods, Bidwell vs 33 

Woods, Bernhard vs ^-- 26 

Woods, Boiseuillet vs 26 

Woods, Bolton vs 26 

Woods, Bush vs 27 

Woods, Christ vs _ 27 

Woods, Christeson vs 27 

Woods, De Lanza vs 27 

Woods, Driesbach vs 27 

Woods, Eavey vs _ 33 

Woods, Faulkner vs. _ ._. 33 

Woods, Galpin vs _ 27 

Woods, Gwip vs.-. 33 . 

Woods, Herndon vs 31 

Woods, Lake vs 31 

Woods, Lindgren vs. ._ 26 

Woods, Lonergan vs -.. 31 

Woods, McGowan vs.... 26 

Woods, McMorry vs 31 

Woods, McMorry vs 33 

Woods, Otis vs - 31 

Woods, Smith vs 27 

Woods, Smith vs. 33 

Woods, Shaw vs _ 31 

Woods, Shaw vs.. 33 

Woods, Schmahl vs ._ 26 

Woods, Stackpole vs 31 

Woods, Tripp vs 31 

Woods, Webb vs... 31 

Woods, Whitham vs 27 

Wright, Hovey vs 26 

Wright, People vs 48 

Yee Foo, People vs 44 

Yun Kee, People vs 48 
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